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I. A Statement of Policy 


T he nation^s industry and commerce are alive 
with change. If the banking industry is to serve 
their needs most effectively, it will have to match 
the initiative and imagination displayed elsewhere in 
the economy. The temper of the banking industry, 
and the energy with which new opportunities are 
created and pursued, will be critically affected by the 
attitudes of the public authorities. A negative or un- 
receptive outlook on the part of the regulator may 
dampen the initiative of banks and impede effective 
response to public demand for banking services and 
facilities. 

For nearly four years, we have been engaged in an 
effort to broaden the opportunity for private initiative 
in the National Banking System, insofar as this could 
properly be done in the light of existing law and the 
public purpose to sustain and safeguard the viability 
of the banking system. In our 101st Annual Report 
to the Congress, we reviewed the changes that were in- 
stituted and those advocated with respect to the opera- 
ting powers of National Banks. In this 102nd Annual 
Report, we shall examine the changes of policy and 
practice relating to the structure of the National Bank- 
ing System. 

The banking structure that is most ideal in terms 
of the public need will vary with the changing require- 
ments for banking services and facilities. Like the 
operating powers of commercial banks, the structure 
of the banking industry must continuously be adapted 
to emerging demands and opportunities. 

All of the forces of change which are at work 
throughout the economy, both domestic and interna- 
tional, influence the ideal banking structure to be 
sought. In our prosperous and vigorous society these 
changes are constant, far-reaching, and of compelling 
importance. Increases in personal income and popu- 
lation affect the volume of savings seeking productive 
uses. The growth of capital and advances in technol- 
ogy bring new products and new industries. These, 
in turn, often give rise to new communities and shifts 
of population. Population movements are further 
accelerated as income levels rise and permit the pur- 

779-56^5— C5 


chase of new homes. All of these factors have worked 
to produce demands for additional types of banking 
services and for banking facilities at new locations. 
The responses by the banks and the banking authorities 
to these new demands and opportunities have molded 
the evolution of the banking structure. 

“Structure” is a term generally used to describe the 
composition and dispersion of an industry, geographi- 
cally, by size of unit, and by the range of products 
manufactured and distributed. The structure of an 
industry is also affected by the ease with which new 
firms may enter and existing firms may expand. In 
all industries, structure is influenced by such factors as 
the location of the materials of production, the acces- 
sibility of markets, and production and demand 
conditions, as well as by unique factors such as the in- 
ventive process and enterpreneurial initiative. Bank- 
ing, however, and the other regulated industries, differ 
fundamentally from the unregulated industries in one 
significant respect — the influence of government on 
structure. 

In the unregulated industries, the influence of gov- 
ernment on structure is at a minimum. In these in- 
dustries, the broadest scope is preserved for individual 
initiative; public controls are, for the most part, either 
indirect or peripheral. Except in unusual times such 
as war, it is rare in the unregulated industries to im- 
pose precise and positive rules of conduct for the in- 
dividual. He is forbidden to engage in certain prac- 
tices and certain governmental activities may indirectly 
affect the choices he makes, but beyond these limiting 
factors he has a free choice of entry and free discretion 
to select his own investment, production, and marketing 
policies. For example, although the total supply of 
money and credit is regulated, the government does 
not normally allocate their uses nor fix the prices of 
goods and services produced and sold. Collective 
bargaining is required, but wage rates are not fixed. 
Anticompetitive accretions of market power and decep- 
tive practices are controlled, but there is no effort 
through public authority to select and enforce any 
exact set of competitive conditions. 
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This is in clear contrast to the public policies fol- 
lowed in the regulated industry of banking. In vir- 
tually every significant aspect, the structure of the 
banking industry is directly controlled by government. 
Entry into banking is restricted and the expansion of 
existing banks is closely regulated. No bank may be 
formed without a charter from the government. No 
bank may expand its size through the acquisition of 
new capital or the formation of new branches without 
the sanction of a public authority. No bank may ex- 
pand through the acquisition of other banks without 
the prior approval of government. 

Underlying this intercession of government in bank- 
ing is a basic public policy that sets this industry clearly 
apart from others. The factor which distinguishes 
banking from other industries is the public concern to 
safeguard the viability of the banking system. This 
concern is founded up>on the central role which bank- 
ing performs in the economy, and the critical signifi- 
cance of public confidence in the banking system. 
The banking system provides the chief instrument of 
payment in the conduct of business and private trans- 
actions, and it represents one of the principal chan- 
nels through which savings are directed to productive 
uses. In order that these functions may be performed 
effectively, there must be public confidence in the 
banking system. Without such confidence, funds 
would not be deposited in banks nor would checks be 
accepted in payment of transactions, and the perform- 
ance of the entire economy would be greatly impaired. 

There are three basic forms of public control that 
affect the structure of the banking industry: (1) 
chartering controls; (2) branching controls; and (3) 
merger controls. 

A. Chartering Controls 

The imposition of entry controls through the re- 
quirement of a public charter represents the most 
fundamental structural regulation of the banking in- 
dustry. In the unregulated industries, freedom of 
entry is preserved as the essential basis for the reliance 
placed on private initiative to exploit profitable oppor- 
tunities for serving consumer demands, and generally 
to make certain that productive resources move to their 
best uses throughout the economy. It is recognized 
that free entry may result in the elimination of ineffi- 
cient competitors, but this is regarded as a small price 
to pay for the public benefits of private initiative and 
innovation. Failures in banking, however, are con- 
sidered to be of greater public consequence than fail- 
ures in other industries because of the broad effects 
on confidence in the banking system and the severe 
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incidence on individuals and small business firms. 
Entry restrictions have thus been adopted as one of 
the measures for preserving the viability of the banking 
system. 

Since the existence of entry restrictions deprives the 
public of the full benefits of competition in meeting 
consumer demands, it becomes the responsibility of the 
regulatory authorities to make certain that entry con- 
trols are not so severely administered as to inhibit the 
provision of needed banking services and facilities. If 
the public authorities are insufficiently alert or slug- 
gishly responsive to emerging requirements, artificial 
shortages may appear. This is precisely the situation 
which prevailed several years ago as a result of postwar 
changes in the size and location of population and 
industry. 

Shortages of supply normally create mounting pres- 
sures for market entry in a capital-rich and dynamic 
economy such as our own. This poses administrative 
problems where there is public control of entry. As 
the saturation point is approached in a market under 
the pressure of new entry, it becomes increasingly dif- 
ficult to make accurate estimates of need and potential 
profitability. Moreover, in order to sustain the viabil- 
ity of the banking system, it is desirable to preserve 
opportunities for new banks to grow to efficient size. 
For these reasons, a temporary halt may occasionally 
be required in the chartering of new banks in some 
markets, as occurred under the more responsive 
chartering policies of the past several years. 

Some observers have been concerned lest the charter- 
ing of new banks should proceed so far as to increase 
the rate of bank failures, and it is worthwhile to con- 
sider how firm the safeguards against failure should be 
in the chartering of new banks. It must be remem- 
bered that bank entry is regulated not because there is 
a private right of existing banks to be protected against 
competition, but because there is a public concern to 
sustain the viability of the banking system. It can 
never be in the public interest to protect banks against 
competitors who are either more ^cient or more re- 
sponsive to public demands. There are, moreover, 
positive public bendits to be derived through the peri- 
odic introduction into the banking industry of new 
competitive forces with fresh ideas and fresh talents. 

An absolute safeguard against bank failures resulting 
from new entry would require an absolute bar against 
entry, for any new competitor will have some effect on 
his rivals and will himself run the risk of failure. In 
order to reconcile the need to protect the viability of 
the banking system with the equally vital need to assure 
sufficient production of banking services, a unique 
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combination of public policies has been adopted. Ap- 
plications for entry are carefully screened in terms of 
public demand, potential profitability, and effects upon 
competitors. In order to assure the capability of new 
banks to operate efficiently and effectively, certain 
minimum capital requirements are imposed, and the 
competence of proposed management is appraised and 
approved by the regulatory authorities. The oper- 
ating policies and practices of all banks are contin- 
uously supervised to sustain their solvency and liquid- 
ity. Finally, as an ultimate safeguard where failure 
does occur, a system of deposit insurance has been pro- 
vided. Through these measures, confidence in the 
banking system is preserved without paralyzing the 
competitive forces. Thus, the banking industry is en- 
abled to undertake the risks that are required in serving 
the demands of a thriving and flourishing economy. 

The chartering of new banks represents, in many re- 
spects, the most delicate task which confronts the bank 
regulatory authorities. A new bank represents a new 
competitor, and a new competitor is rarely welcome in 
any industry. On the other hand, since bank charters 
are valuable because they are limited in supply, they are 
actively sought by competing applicants. The public 
authorities are thus subjected to intensive pressures 
both from those who s<;ek charters and those who op- 
pose them. Moreover, in reaching decisions on char- 
ter applications, there can be no absolute certainty of 
the fate that will befall new banks or their competitors. 

Despite these difficulties of administering entry con- 
trols, banking must not be treated as a “closed” in- 
dustry. Each new generation produces a new group 
of men and women of skill and ability seeking outlets 
for the use of their talents, and in our prosperous so- 
ciety there is a constant accumulation of capital in 
search of profitable employment. In some measure, 
these new productive resources will find their best 
uses in the banking industry, and the public will bene- 
fit by allowing them access to that industry. 

B. Branching Controls 

The second principal form of structure control is the 
regulation of branching. A bank may expand inter- 
nally through the fonnation of de novo branches, or 
externally through the absorption of other banks by 
means of merger. Merger controls, however, raise a 
number of separate issues and will be discussed in the 
next section. 

The policy issues confronted in branching are in 
many respects similar to those which appear in the 
chartering of new banks. Since the formation of a 


de novo branch introduces a new competitor into a 
market, the same questions arise of public need or con- 
venience, potential profitability, and effects upon com- 
petitors. But inasmuch as branching increases the 
size of an individual bank, new issues also emerge con- 
cerning the potential for greater operating efficiency 
and for enlargement of the range of services offered to 
consumers. 

There will be some circumstances in which a new 
branch will be able to serve public demand to better 
advantage than a new bank. Some banking markets 
can profitably support a new branch where a new bank 
could not prosper. A new branch may be able to 
bring to a community a broader range of services than 
could be efficiently provided by a newly chartered 
bank. Moreover, the abandonment of a branch will be 
less harmful — both to the parent bank and to the bank- 
ing system — than the failure of a new bank; thus, where 
prospects are not immediately certain, or where ex- 
pansion is based partially on anticipated growth in 
demand, branching might be the preferred course. 
The choice of whether to provide for bank expan- 
sion through new charters or through new branches is 
also affected by other considerations which are dis- 
cussed in the next two sections. 

Much of the recent demand for new branches, as 
has been true of that for new charters, stems from the 
growth and shifts of population and the creation and 
relocation of industries. Very commonly in recent 
years, for example, the movement of population from 
urban to suburban areas has deprived urban banks of 
customers and created new demands in suburban 
areas. Moreover, the growth of new industries often 
^ves rise to new working and residential communities 
with new needs for banking services and facilities. 
Through branching, a bank may “move with its cus- 
tomers” and retain its position in the industry. The 
br<»der the geographic dispersion of a bank’s offices, 
the more readily may the deposits from surplus areas 
be put to effective use in areas where loan demand 
exceeds the deposits generated. Further, by increasing 
its size, branching may enable a bank to produce some 
services at lower cost. It may also enable a bank to 
spread its risks more effectively and thus allow engage- 
ment in lending activities that would not be feasible 
for a smaller bank. A larger bank, moreover, has a 
larger legal lending limit and so may serve certain 
classes of customers more effectively than smaller 
banks. 

In the unregulated industries, the economies of 
scale actually realized, and the variety of services ac- 
tually performed, are determined competitively. In 
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banking, however, the r^ulatory authorities have the 
ultimate responsibility to choose the means of bank 
expansion b^t calculated to serve the public interest. 
Their decisions will inevitably affect the prices and 
range of products and services offered to consumers. 

The authority to permit the formation of branches 
is much more severely restricted than the power of the 
regulatory authorities to allow the creation of new 
banks. These long-standing traditions with respect to 
branch banking have had a deep-seated and far- 
ranging effect upon the entire banking structure of the 
country, and upon the performance of the banking 
system. They have greatly enlarged the number of 
banks, hampered the growth of banks to most efficient 
size, inhibited the development of specialized services 
by many banks, and diminished the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the banking system in the vital task of 
facilitating the movement of capital to its best uses 
throughout the Nation. In some degree, these limita- 
tions have been overcome through the solicitation of 
loans and deposits in areas beyond the powers to 
branch, and through the establishment of affiliates, 
satellites, or holding companies. These, however, rep- 
resent generally inferior means for the expansion of 
banking operations. 

There is the mistaken belief that broader authority 
to permit branching would lead to harmful effects 
upon competition in the banking industry. Greater 
power to allow the formation of branches, however, 
would merely add to the discretionary authority of 
the regulatory agencies. Equipped with a more ex- 
tensive range of alternatives, the banking authorities 
would be in a better position to choose the precise 
means of bank expansion most suitable to serve the 
needs of individual banking markets, and most likely 
to provide the required services and facilities at the 
least cost. Indeed, the risk of monopoly power is 
greatest where the greatest reliance is placed on unit 
banking. Since new branches might be able to oper- 
ate profitably in markets where new unit banks could 
not survive, the prohibition of branching would ex- 
clude potential competitive forces from these markets. 

There is no consideration of the public interest 
which would justify an absolute withholding of the 
branching tool from the regulatory authorities. The 
only proper basis for the restriction of branching is 
the suitability of this means of bank expansion to serve 
emerging public demands in particular banking mar- 
kets. Under tins principle, the rt^Iatory authorities 
should have the full discretion to authorize the forma- 
tion of branches wherever they can serve the public 
interest to best advantage. 
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G. Merger Controls 

The third means by which government influences 
the banking structure is through direct administrative 
control of mergers. In the unregulated industries 
mergers may be freely undertaken, subject only to 
prosecution under the antitrust laws. In bankii^, 
however, mergers require the prior administrative 
approval of a regulatory authority, and the regulatory 
agencies in reaching their decisions apply a variety of 
statutory criteria relating to the banking and public 
consequences of proposed mergers. 

The desire to merge is critically affected by the 
power to branch. Merger applications rarely appear 
in no-branch States because a merger under those 
conditions usually requires the closing of one of the 
merged banks. Thus, two tools of structure control 
are effectively lost where branching is prohibited, and 
needed bank expansion must take place almost en- 
tirely through new charters. 

The public benefits which may be derived from 
mergers stem basically from the economies of large- 
scale enterprise, and the greater variety of services 
which larger firms may offer to consumers. These 
benefits will arise where increases in the scale of oper- 
ations yield savings in costs, or where a broadening 
in the lines of production or the extension of opera- 
tions to new markets permit greater dispersion of risks 
and thus allow the undertaking of ventures unsuitable 
for smaller firms. A larger and more broadly based 
bank may also be able to offer specialized services 
which are not profitable for smaller institutions, and 
should be able to move capital more efficiently from 
surplus to deficit areas. Moreover, the legal lending 
limits of banks require the presence of larger institu- 
tions to meet the needs of larger businesses most 
proficiently. 

In our public policy for the unregulated industries, 
we have generally distinguished between the growth 
of firms through internal expansion and their growth 
through merger. Growth through merger has been 
viewed with greater public concern because it entails 
the elimination of competitors and, for this reason, 
merger limitations have been imposed through the 
antitrust laws. The direct administrative controls ap- 
plied to bank mergers are also based in part upon 
the competitive effects of such mergers, but, as we 
shall see, the banking authorities apply a variety of 
other public interest criteria in deciding bank merger 
cases. These criteria are specifically related to the 
fact that the banking structure is under direct public 
control. 
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There is some probability that growth through 
merger may have a more adverse effect on the live- 
liness of competition than growth through internal 
expansion. However, there are countervailing con- 
siderations. A merger may enable a firm to acquire 
plant, personnel, and market-access not otherwise 
readily attainable, or attainable only at greater cost. 
More fundamentally, even though the intensity of 
competition may be adversely affected by growth 
through merger, merger may nevertheless produce 
benefits of larger-scale production which are in some 
degree passed on to consumers in the form of improved 
service or lower prices. The task of public policy is 
to allow those increases in the size of firms that are, 
on the whole, beneficial to consumers, while restrict- 
ing those that are, on balance, harmful. 

There are two reasons why merger may often be 
the preferred course of expansion in banking, even 
though in comparable circumstances reliance on 
internal growth may be more appropriate for the 
unregulated industries. 

First, the banking authorities have a positive respon- 
sibility to see that the public convenience and need for 
banking services and facilities are met. In carrying 
out this responsibility, they do not have the authority to 
require the provision of service such as is found in the 
fully regulated industries like the “public utilities”; 
their choices are limited to the private proposals for 
bank expansion presented for their approval. If they 
find that a proposed merger will yield public benefits 
and they see no superior means for achieving these 
benefits either at hand or in clear prospect, they have 
a strong positive reason for approving the merger. In 
the unregulated industries, there is no public respon- 
sibility to fashion industry expansion according to the 
public need; reliance is placed on private initiative and 
no public authority faces the problem of choosing the 
form or method of industry growth. 

Second, in choosing the best means to serve the pub- 
lic convenience and need for banking services, the 
banking authorities must appraise the alternatives in 
terms of the effects on the solvency and liquidity of 
competing banks. Bank meiger proposals are gen- 
erally designed to provide new services to a com- 
munity, to provide services at lower cost, or to enter 
new markets. The alternative means of achieving 
these purposes are new charters and de novo branch- 
ing. If the existing banks in a market are poorly man- 
aged, financially weak, or unprogressive, such added 
competition may threaten their solvency or liquidity 
and merger may constitute the only effective means of 


bringing improved service to a community without pos- 
ing a threat to bank viability. 

In the unregulated industries, there is no public 
concern to safeguard individual firms against failure. 
Indeed, in these industries freedom to compete and to 
eliminate less efficient rivals is essential to the reliance 
placed on private initiative to serve consumer demands. 
It is therefore appropriate in the freely competitive in- 
dustries to impose more severe restrictions on growth 
through merger than are applied to banking. 

Bank mergers have sometimes been opposed on the 
ground that, although they may improve service for 
some classes of consumers, they may do so at the ex- 
pense of others. Some classes of consumers, how- 
ever, have needs which only larger banks can serve 
efficiently. If other classes of consumers are disad- 
vantaged by a merger, a new opportunity is presented 
to competing banks and the banking authorities may 
respond by authorizing new charters or new branches. 
In this way, the needs of all classes of bank customers 
may be served most efficiently and most effectively. 

The Bank Merger Act of 1960 provided for direct 
administrative control of bank mergers by the banking 
authorities, and established broad public interest stand- 
ards to guide the administration of these controls. In 
addition to the “effect of the transaction on competi- 
tion (including any tendency toward monopoly) the 
banking agencies are required to consider the financial 
history and condition of each of the banks involved, the 
adequacy of their capital structures, their future earn- 
ings prospects, the general character of their manage- 
ment and, most significantly, “the convenience and 
needs of the community to be served.” Mergers are to 
be approved only where, after considering all of these 
factors, the transaction is found to be “in the public 
interest.” Since the passage of the Bank Merger Act, 
however, two Supreme Court decisions have subjected 
bank mergers to the antitrust laws. This has given 
rise to ambiguities of policy and conflicts of purpose. 

The problems are both philosophic and procedural. 
There is no serious dispute about the desirability of 
applying antitrust principles to the unregulated indus- 
tries. Since in those industries primary reliance is 
placed on individual initiative and private enterprise 
to meet consumer demands, there are justifiable rea- 
sons for preserving freedom of entry and restricting the 
acquisition of market power in order to enable the com- 
petitive forces to function. In banking, however, 
entry and expansion are under direct public control. 
The competitive forces are purposefully restricted in 
order to safeguard the viability of the banking system, 
and an effort to apply conventional antitrust principles 
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in these circumstances is almost certain to conflict with 
bank regulatory objectives. 

This is well demonstrated by the difficulties that 
have been encountered under the Bank Merger Act 
since the Philadelphia and Lexington decisions brought 
bank mergers under the antitrust laws. Although the 
banking agencies must continue to reach their decisions 
according to the broader public interest standards set 
forth in the Bank Merger Act, their decisions are now 
subject to attack in the courts under the narrower 
standards of the antitrust laws. 

This impasse can be clearly resolved only be exempt- 
ing bank mergers from the antitrust laws completely as 
has been done in other regulated industries, or by sub- 
jecting such meigers to the full application of those 
laws. If this latter course is chosen, the Bank Merger 
Act should be repealed. There would seem to be no 
valid reason for subjecting banks to more onerous 
premerger requirements than apply in the unregulated 
industries if bank mergers are to be subject to attack 
under the antitrust laws. More fundamentally, if it is 
to be public policy to apply conventional antitrust con- 
cepts to banking, it logically follows that bank entry 
and bank branching should also be free of direct public 
control. The least satisfactory course is the present 
one of entrusting regulatory powers to the banking 
agencies and judging the exercise of those powers on 
the assumption that the competitive forces are to be 
fully preserved and fully operative. It should be 
observed, however, that a decision to move toward 
free bank entry and expansion raises questions which 
go beyond the problems of banking structure. It is 
highly doubtful that bank operating practices could be 
effectively supervised, and the viability of the banking 
system sustained, without some form of public control 
over the banking structure. 

There is one intermediate course through which a 
reconciliation might be achieved between the Bank 
Merger Act and the antitrust laws without a statutory 
change. The courts, in antitrust cases involving bank 
mergers, could take cognizance of the fact that banking 
competition is restricted through public regulation, 
and that bank mergers receive prior adminstrative ap- 
proval from a public authority according to broad 


public interest standards which transcend purely com* 
petitive considerations. This approach would not be 
as clear-cut as the other alternatives we have presented, 
and would undoubtedly leave large areas of uncer- 
tainty for long periods. Nevertheless, if in bank 
merger cases the courts considered the unique com- 
petitive conditions which prevail in the regulated in- 
dustry of banking, there would be a greater likelihood 
that the antitrust criteria developed principally with 
the unregulated industries in mind could be adapted 
to banking without impairing the effectiveness of bank 
regulation. An effort to test this approach for accom- 
modating these two basic strands of our public policy 
was recently undertaken by the Comptroller of the 
Currency as an intervening defendant in an antitrust 
action relating to the merger of the Mercantile Trust 
Company N.A. and the Security Trust Company, both 
of St. Louis. 

There is one administrative procedure under the 
Bank Merger Act which should be modified if that 
Act is to remain in force. At present, the banking 
agencies not directly involved in a merger decision 
are required to submit advisory opinions on the “com- 
petitive factor” to the responsible agency. Since this 
factor comprises only one of the seven considerarions 
required to be taken into account, the advisory opinions 
do not represent a judgment on the desirability of a 
merger. Nevertheless, differences between the ad- 
visory opinions and the decisions on mergers have often 
been falsely cited as evidence of differences in merger 
policy among the banking agencies. Moreover, five 
years of experience under the Bank Merger Act have 
demonstrated that the advisory opinions of the banking 
agencies not faced with the responsibility of decision are 
ordinarily routine and rarely present facts or ideas 
unknown to the responsible agency. There seems 
to be no proper reason for continuing this procedure. 

Retention of the Justice Department advisory 
opinions may appear to have greater justification. 
However, the role of the Justice Department in bank 
merger cases will ultimately rest on the resolution of 
the more fundamental issue of the proper applicability 
of the antitrust laws to the regulated industry of bank- 
ing. 
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II. Evolution of the Banking Structure , 1900-65 


T he commercial banking industry is a service 
industry that has customer relationships through- 
out the economy. Consequently, the evolution 
of the banking structure has been significantly condi- 
tioned by changes in general economic activity. The 
other principal influence on the banking structure has 
been the system of public controls described in the pre- 
ceding section. Among these controls, branching 
limitations have had the greatest effect on the banking 
structure as evidenced by the disparate conditions 
found among unit and branch banking States. 

The evolution of the banking structure since 1900 
may be sketched in broad terms by a comparatively 
few numbers. (See Chart 1 and Tables 1 and 2.*) 
In 1900, there were approximately 13,000 commercial 
banks, and they operated only about 100 branches. 
Twenty years later, the number of banks had risen to 
29,000, and the number of branches to 1,300. The 
Great Depression took a heavy toll and, by the end of 
1934, the number of commercial banks had dropped to 
about 15,400. Branches, on the other hand, had 
begun to assume greater importance as indicated by 
the nearly 3,000 in operation that year. 

During the next 30 years, there was a gradual de- 
cline in the number of banks which was reversed only 
in the 1963-64 period. However, branch operations 
became increasingly important during this period. 
Although in 1919 only 4 percent of commercial bank- 
ing offices were branches, by the end of 1964 the pro- 
portion of branches had risen to 51 percent. 

We turn now to a brief examination of the evolution 
of the banking structure, with particular emphasis on 
the period 1961-65. 

A. Rapid Expansion: 1900-20 

Although the statistics on banking structure before 
1920 are relatively sparee, it would be misleading to 


♦The tables supporting this section will be found in Section 
IV, The Data. 


use the 1920 banking structure as a benchmark against 
which to measure succeeding developments. Spurred 
by a period of economic expansion in both the indus- 
trial and agricultural sectors, and uninhibited by sig- 
nificant legal barriers to entry, an unprecedented ex- 
pansion of about 130 percent occurred in banking fa- 
cilities during the 1900-20 period. This expansion 
was almost entirely in the form of new banks, and it 
was concentrated heavily in the agricultural States of 
the Midwest and Great Plains. Branch operations at 
that time were relatively insignificant. 

B. Sharp Retrenchment: 1921-34 

In the 13 years following 1921, the number of com- 
mercial banks declined by approximately half. The 
major part of this reduction took place during the 
depths of the depression, 1930-33, when 9,000 banks 
failed and another 2,300, many of which were in finan- 
cial difficulties, were absorbed by other banks. Per- 
haps of greater significance, however, were the more 
than 5,000 bank suspensions which occurred during 
the 1921-29 period while most sectors of the economy 
were prosperous. 

A number of factors contributed to the unstable con- 
dition of the banking system in the 1920’s. The great 
increase in the number of banks from 1900 to 1920 
had raised the number of banking offices in relation to 
population to a historic high. Many banks were estab- 
lished in small, farm-oriented trading centers at a time 
when the agricultural sector was participating in the 
general prosperity; the pronounced weakness in this 
sector during the 1920’s precipitated the failure of a 
number of these small, specialized institutions. The 
increased use of automobiles revolutionized shopping 
habits, and in so doing increased the competition 
among scattered banks. The growth of large-scale in- 
dustrial and commercial activity increased the demand 
for services which only large banks could offer, and 
thus led to the absorption of a number of smaller 
banks. 


7 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Chart 1 


Commercial banks and commercial bank branches in the U. S., 
1920>1964 
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The Midwestern and Plains States in which much 
of the bank expansion of the 1900-20 period took 
place were mainly unit banking States, and those 
States also accounted for a very sizeable proportion of 
the banks which failed in the 1921-34 period. In this 
period of banking instability, the subsequent growth 
of branch banking was foreshadowed. By the end of 
1934, branches represented 16 percent of all com- 
mercial banking offices, compared with 4 percent in 
1919. (See Table 3.) 

G. Consolidation: 1935-46 

The reorganization of the banlung structure forced 
iDy the depression was largely completed by the end 
of 1934. At that time, there were 15,353 commercial 
banks and 2,973 branch offices in operation. The 
next 12 years, including the period of World War II, 
were characterized by relative stability in the banking 
structure. Principally as a result of mergers, the 
number of banks declined slowly to 14,044 at the end 
of 1946. Although the number of branches increased 
by 1,008 during the period, to 3,981, this did not offset 
the decline in number of banks, so that the number 
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of commercial banking offices fell from 18,326 to 
18,025. 

D. Postwar Adjustments: 1946-&) 

The most striking feature of the banking structure 
in 1946 was the fact that fewer commercial banking 
offices were in operation than at the end of the period 
of drastic banking reorganization 12 years earlier. 
Yet, in the interim, wartime demands had generated 
a high level of economic activity, and income and 
population had increased substantially. Gross Na- 
tional Product in 1954-dollars was $282.5 million in 
1946, compared with $138.5 million in 1934, an in- 
crease of 104 percent. The population of the country 
increased by 11 percent in the same period. Further, 
the wartime shortages of many goods and the com- 
plete absence of others, coupled with the relatively 
high levels of wartime income, had created a backlog 
of demand which promised to spur postwar economic 
activity. 

It is plain that in 1946 the country as a whole 
required additional banking facilities to allow the 
banking needs of the public to be met fully and effec- 
tively. This was especially true in those urban areas 
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Chart 2 

Commercial banks and branches, by State groups classified by branch law, selected years 


Number of banking offices 



Source; Table 3 


that had experienced the greatest economic growth 
during the war, and in those rural areas where bank- 
ing retrenchment in the 1920’s and 1930’s had been 
most extreme. 

In the 14 years from the end of 1946 to the end of 
1960, the number of commerical banking oflEices in- 
creased from 18,025 to 23,716. Although the number 
of banks declined from 14,044 to 13,473 during the 
period, as a result of merger absorptions in excess of 
new bank formations, there was a great increase in the 
number of de novo branches. Branch offices, includ- 
ing those resulting from mergers, increased from 3,98 1 
at the end of 1946 to 10,243 at the end of 1960. There 
were, it should be noted, significant variations among 
the States in the increase of commercial banking 
offices: 67 percent in statewide branching States, 35 
percent in limited branching States, and 10 percent 
in unit banking States. (See Chart 2.) 

The overall increase of 32 percent in commercial 
banking offices from 1946 to 1960, although sub- 
stantial, failed to keep pace with the growth of real 
Gross National Product, which was 56 percent higher 
in 1960 than in 1946. There thus remained at the 
end of the period as great a need for additional banking 
facilities as prevailed at the beginning. 


E. Economic Growth and Bank Expansion: 

mi-65 

1. New Banks and Total Number of Banks 

During the period from 1961 to mid-1965, the Na- 
tion enjoyed its longest peacetime expansion in history. 
Real Gross National Product was 17 percent higher in 
1964 than in 1960. Population continued to grow at 
a much higher rate than during the economically de- 
pressed 1930’s. 

The number of commercial banking offices increased 
by 18.5 percent during the years 1961-64, compared 
with a 12.9 percent increase in 1957-60, and an 8.7 
percent increase in 1953-56. The 1961-64 expansion 
occurred in response not only to the banking needs 
generated by the economic growth of those years, but 
also to the unfilled demands that existed at the begin- 
ning of the period. 

The number of commercial banks increased slightly 
during the period 1961-64, the first such increase over 
a four-year span since 1945-48, and only the second 
since 1920. Although new charters averaged only 
about 91 per year during the period 1947-60, the 
average rose to about 235 in the years 1961-64. (See 
Chart 3.) Only 20 percent of the new commercial 
banks established in the 1947-60 period were National 
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Chart 5 


Commercial banks and branches by class of bank, 
19601964 
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Banks, but the proportion rose to 49 percent in 
1961-64, (See Chart 4 and Table 4.) The higher 
rate of chartering led to a 2,4 percent net increase in 
the total number of National Banks in 1963 and a 
3.4 percent increase in 1964; the comparable net 
increases in State banks were 0.3 percent and 0.4 
percent. (See Table 5.) The rate of chartering of 
National Banks declined, however, in the second half 
of 1964 and the first half of 1965. 

The volume of new chartering was strongly influ- 
enced by the prevailing branch laws. Of the 826 
banks chartered in 1962-64, 59 percent were in the 16 
unit banking States, 22 percent in the 17 limited 
branching States, .and 19 percent in the 17 statewide 
branching States and the District of Columbia. (See 
Table 6.) 

Although the majority of new banks were located 
in unit banking States, it is interesting to note that 
the ratio of new banks to total banks in existence was 
higher in statewide branching States than in unit 
banking States. This pattern is attributable mainly 
to the much lai^er number of existing banks in unit 
banking States; at the end of 1964, there were 7,173 


banks in unit banking States and 1,087 in statewide 
branching States. 

In every year between 1952 and 1964, the number 
of commercial banks increased in unit banking States, 
the total increase in the 12-year period being 13.1 
percent. In limited branching States, a slight decrease 
occurred in the number of banks each year in the same 
period, with a total decline of 13.6 percent. There 
were 19 percent fewer banks in statewide branching 
States at the end of 1964 than at the end of 1952, 
though the number increased slightly in 1963 and 
1964. These movements in the total number of banks 
are largely explained by the relatively infrequent dis- 
appearance of banks through merger in unit banking 
States, and by the fact that the branching alternative 
tended to hold down the number of new banks in 
branching States. 

2. Branch Expansion and the Total Number of 
Banking Offices 

Despite the increase in the number of new banks 
in recent years, most of the expansion in banking 
facilities has taken the form of de novo branching. 
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Chart 6 


Percentage changes in real disposable income, population, 
and commercial banking offices for States grouped by 
branch law, 1951-1964 
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The number of branches operated by National Banks 
rose from 5,325 at the end of 1960 to 7,957 at the end 
of 1964, a 49 percent increase- During the same 
period, branches of State banks increased by 30 per- 
cent, from 4,918 to 6,381. (See Chart 5.) Continu- 
ing the long-term trend, branches represented 43 
percent of total commercial banking offices at the 
beginning of the period and 51 percent at the end. 

The rates of growth in population and income since 
1950 for statewide branching States have outdistanced 
the comparable rates for the limited branchii^ and 
unit banking States. (See Chart 6.) For example, 
in the statewide branching groups population in- 
creased by 16.6 percent and 7.8 percent, respectively, 
for the periods 1956-60 and 1961-64. (See Table 
7.) The comparable figures for the limited branching 
States were 6.9 and 5 percent, and for the unit bank- 
ing States, 9 and 5.5 percent. Personal income move- 
ments showed a similar spread for the same two 
periods; the percentage increases were 38.8 and 27.5 
percent for the statewide branching group, 26 and 
20.6 percent for the States with limited branching, 
and 31 and 20.6 percent for the unit banking group. 

These differential rates of economic growth were 
accompanied by marked differences in the percentage 
increase of total commercial banking offices during 


1961-64. In the statewide branching States, the in- 
crease was 30.4 percent; in the limited branching 
States, the figure was 18.4 percent; while the unit 
banking States experienced only a 9.9 percent 
increase. 

3. Structurai. Change Through Merger 

The principal avenue for the exit of banks in recent 
years has been absorption through merger. Most 
mergers in the postwar period were not of an emer- 
gency character involving near-insolvency on the part 
of the acquired bank. This is in sharp contrast to the 
situation found in many mergers of the early 1930’s. 

From the date the Bank Merger Act went into effect 
in 1960, through June 30, 1965, 459 merger trans- 
actions took place in which the resulting bank was a 
National Bank; these involved the absorption of 473 
banks. The majority of the acquired banks were 
small; 317, or 67 percent, had assets of less than $10 
million; and 416, or 88 percent, had under $25 million 
in assets. (See Chart 7 and Table 8.) Only 8 of the 
459 transactions, or less than 2 percent, involved the 
union of 2 banks each having more than $100 million 
in assets. Less than 8 percent took place in unit 
banking States where a merger would usually require 
the closing of one of the merged offices. 
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Chart 7 


Classification of acquired banks by size 
in those mergers under the Bank Merger Act 
in which a National Bank resulted, through June 30, 1965 



Assets $100 million or over — 
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Source: Table 8 

4. The Incidence of Bank Failures 
As contrasted with earlier periods, the bank failure 
rate has been exceedingly small within recent years. 
In the period from 1952 to the middle of 1965, only 62 
commercial banks failed. (See Table 9.) Of these. 


9 were National Banks, 33 were insured State banks, 
and 20 were noninsured State banks. These figures 
show that commercial bank failures have averaged less 
than 5 per year out of a total bank population of 13,500 

to 14,000. 
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III. The Future of the Banking Structure 


T he markets for banking services vary from 
those composed of small depositors who require 
only convenient access to savings accounts and 
checking facilities, to the largest business firms which 
have need for a great variety of banking services 
throughout the country and even internationally. In 
this spectrum of markets, there is a role for banks of 
a diversity of sizes. Well-managed, efficient, small 
banks have a special appeal to certain classes of con- 
sumers and a unique competence to serve their needs. 
Equally, there are banking requirements that only large 
institutions can meet efficiently and effectively. The 
task of structure policy is to seek that balance among 
banks of various sizes which will accord proper recog- 
nition to the production advantages of each, and to 
the specific capabilities each may possess for meeting 
the varied demands of the consuming public. 

The record of structural change in recent years dem- 
onstrates distinct progress toward that goal. Yet there 
remains one obstacle which continues to hamper the 
attainment of an ideal banking structure, and which 
will deeply influence the future performance of the 
banking system. 

The industrial and business structure of the Nation, 
which has made possible the great achievements of the 
economy through the years, could not have been at- 
tained without the freedom of trade we have enjoyed 
within and among the States of the Union. The free- 
dom of labor and capital to move throughout the coun- 
try in response to anticipated public demands, and the 
liberty to undertake creative new ventures, have been 
indispensable elements in the lively and spirited econ- 
omy which has characterized our history. Banking, 
along with certain of the other regulated industries, 
represents the one major segment of the economy in 
which this basic principle of freedom of trade has not 
been fully applied. As a result, many banks have been 
barred from the complete realization of production 
economies, and many communities have been deprived 
of the broader range of banking services which could 
have been provided to them. 

These limitations over branching may, in a sense, 
be attributed to the duality of the banking system, 
but they are not inherent in that system. Properly 
conceived, the dual banking system can be an effective 

14 


instrument for perceptive adaptation of banking to 
the Nation’s needs. The dispersion of banking con- 
trols among the States and the Federal GovemmMit 
broadens the opportunity to develop new ideas and 
to test new approaches. It enables either segment of 
the dual banking system to supplement the other 
where deficiencies arise in service to the community. 
This is the great strength of the dual banking system. 

Some observers have equated the health of the dual 
banking system with uniformity and equality. They 
are concerned lest either segment of the system gain 
an advantage over the other. There is, however, no 
risk that either part of the dual banking system will 
achieve a publicly harmful position of superiority. 
Competitive superiority can be attained only through 
more efficient and more effective service to the public, 
and it can never be in the public interest to restrict 
the initiative of one segment of the dual banking sys- 
tem for the purpose of protecting the competitive 
position of the other. The best hope for the future 
lies in greater freedom for each of the systems to meet 
the ever-changing public demands for an ever-increas- 
ing variety of banking services and facilities. 

The Nation looks forward to a future of growing 
population, improved personal skills, rising incomes, 
increasing accumulation of capital, advancing technol- 
ogies, a broadening range of products and services 
offered to consumers, and expanding interests through- 
out the world. To meet these needs and opportunities, 
a sensitively responsive banking system, alert both to 
present and future requirements, is essential. No tool 
that is useful to improve the functioning of the bank- 
ing system should arbitrarily be withheld, nor should 
any be applied except in furtherance of that aim. 

The ultimate surpassing factor in the progress of the 
economy has been the spirit of initiative and innova- 
tion which abounds in our society. That spirit must 
be sustained and nourished in the banking industry if 
the promise of the future is to be fully realized. The 
continuing challenge is to devise new and better ways 
to serve the public demand. This calls for persistent 
questioning of present methods, ingenuity and in- 
ventiveness in the conception of improvements, and 
the enterprise to carry them out. 
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Table 1 . — Commercial banks and commercial bank branches in the United States* 7920-64 


Tear 

! 

Number of 

1 banks 

1 Percent 

1 change 

in banks 

Number of \ 
branches 

Percent 
change in 
branches 

1 Total 

commercial 
banking offices 

Percent 

change 

in total offices 

1920t 

! 29,086 ' 

28, 185 ■ 


1,281 


30, 367 
30, 482 
28, 106 


1924.' ; 

— 3. 10 

2,291 ■ 
3, 138 

79. 31 

0. 38 

1928 i 

24; 968 

—11.41 

36. 61 

-7.79 

1932 

1 7, 802 

—28. 70 

3,195 

1.82 

20, 997 

—25.29 

1936 

15, 120 

-15. 07 

3, 270 

2.35 

18, 390 

— 12.42 

1940 

14, .144 

-5.13 

3, 525 

7. 80 

17, 869 

—2.83 

1944 

1 1 3, 992 

-2. 45 

3, 924 1 

11. 32 

17,916 

.26 

1948 

! 14, 164 : 

1.23 

4,349 1 

10. 83 

18,513 

' 3.33 

1952 i 

j 14,049 ! 

-.81 

5, 274 i 

21.27 

19, 323 

4.38 

1956 

13,642 ' 

—2.90 

7,360 

39.55 

21,002 

: 8.69 

1960 

13, 473 

-1.24 

10, 243 

39. 17 

23, 716 

12.92 

1964 

13,760 i 

2.13 

14,338 : 

39. 98 

28, 098 

1 18.48 


♦Data exclude banks and banking offices in territories. 

fThe 1 920 data are as of June 30. The remaining data are as of years-end. 


Sources: Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Annual Report, various years; Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, Federal Reserve Bulletin, various issues; Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Banking and Monetary Statistics, 
1943. 


The figures presented in the text and tables repre- 
sent, insofar as possible, the total number of com- 
mercial banks and banking offices located within 
the various States of the United States. Sources 
which justified their total figures by a breakdown 
among States were used in preference to sources 
zvhich did not. This procedure was adopted simply 
as an aid in evaluating the probable accuracy, espe- 
cially for the earlier years, of the limited sources 
available. 


The second procedure applied involved the use, 
wherever available in the form indicated above, of 
reports of the Office of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for National Bank Data, and reports of the 
Federal agencies having jurisdiction over State banks 
for State hank data. 

These two procedures lead to slightly different 
total bank and total banking office figures than have 
appeared in the reports of any one banking agency. 


Table 2. — Commercial banking offices, gross national product and population of the United States, 1920-64 


Tear 

Commercial 

banking 

offices* 

Percent 

change 

(4-year 

periods) 

Gross national 
product 
(billions of 
7954 dollars) 

Percent 

change 

(d-year 

periods) 

Population 

(millions) 

Percent 

change 

(4-year 

periods) 

1920 

30, 367 




106. 5 


1924 

30; 482 

{^ 4 



114. 1 

1. 1 

1928 

28; 106 

— 7.8 

181. 8t 


120. 5 

5. 6 

1932 

20; 997 

-25.3 

130. 1 ■ 

-28. 4t 

124.8 

3.6 

1934 

18 326 


138. 5 


126. 4 


1936 

18,390 

-12.4 

173.3 

33.2 

128. 1 

2.6 

1940 

17. 869 

-2.8 

205.8 

18.8 

132. 5 

3.4 

1944 

17, 916 

.3 

317.9 

54. 5 

133. 9 

1.1 

1946 

18, 025 


282. 5 


139. 9 


1948 

18, 513 

.3.3 

293. 1 

— 7.8 

146. ? 

9. 6 

1949 

18, 686 


292. 7 


149. 3 


1950 

18, 960 


318. 1 


151. 9 


1951 

19, 134 




154. 0 


1952 

323 

4.4 

353.5 

20. 6 

156.4 

6.6 

1953 

19 609 


369. 0 


159. 0 


1954 

1 9. 950 


363. 1 


161. 9 


1955 

20, 428 




165. 1 


1956 

21,002 

8.7 

402.2 

13. 8 

168. 1 

7.5 

1957 

21, 559 


407. 0 


171. 2 


1958 

22, 139 


401. 3 


174. 1 


1959 

22; 894 


428. 6 


177. 1 


1960 

23, 716 

1'> 9 

440.2 

9.4 

180.0 

7. 1 

1961 

24, 537 




183. 1 


1962 

25; 518 


476. 8 


185. 9 


1963 

26, 793 


492. 6 


188. 1 


1964 

28, 098 



18.5 

516.0 

17.2 

191.3 

6.3 


♦Excludes offices in territories. f\929. J1 929-32. 


Sources: Banking offices — Office of the Comptroller of tire Currency, Annual Report, various years, and Board of Governors of 
of the Federal Reserve System, Federal Reserve Bulletin, various issues. Gross national product — Department of Commerce, Survey 
of Current Business, various issues. Population — ^Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of the United States, various years. 
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Table !>.— Commercial hanks and branches, by States 




1934 


Banks 

Branches 

Total 



Total 

Statewide Branching; 








81 

21 

102 

17 

18 

35 


704 

179 

883 

283 

800 

1,083 

153 


134 

0 

134 

144 

9 


39 

16 

55 

47 

12 

59 


44 

4 

48 

21 

30 

51 




208 

0 

208 

64 

26 

90 


115 

32 

147 

69 

57 

126 


234 

59 

293 

179 

75 

254 


33 

0 

33 

10 

5 

15 


523 

46 

569 

243 

68 

311 


265 

1 

266 

104 

30 

134 


33 

14 

47 

26 

33 

59 


421 

15 

436 

126 

20 

146 

Utah 

125 

0 

125 

60 

10 

70 


86 

0 

86 

75 

12 

87 


368 

10 

378 

199 

31 

230 




3,413 

397 

3,810 

1,667 

1,236 

2, 903 






-51.2 

211.3 

-23.8 





limited Branching: 

334 

20 

354 

217 

16 

233 


720 

25 

745 

322 

25 

347 


1,029 

3 

1,032 

515 

39 

554 


575 

1 

' 576 

444 

25 

469 


254 

80 

334 

147 

53 

200 


232 

45 

277 

216 

105 

321 


633 

218 

851 

435 

134 

569 


303 

24 

327 

216 

35 

251 


360 

21 

381 

398 

113 

511 


113 

5 

118 

43 

0 

43 


880 

229 

1,109 

797 

616 

1,413 

851 


1,147 

106 

1,253 

685 

166 


1,468 

36 

1,504 

1,105 

91 

1,196 

213 


655 

0 

655 

212 

1 


519 

31 

550 

329 

46 

375 


448 

20 

468 

328 

69 

397 


938 

9 

947 

636 

94 

730 




10, 608 

873 

11,481 

7, 045 

1,628 

8, 673 






-33.6 

86.5 

-24.5 





Unit Banking: 

462 

6 

468 

230 

5 

235 


371 

0 

371 

160 

0 

160 


253 

2 

255 

155 

0 

155 


1,376 

1,676 

0 

1,376 

1,676 

1,304 

878 

0 

878 


0 

622 

95 

717 


1,304 

1,446 

1,546 

418 

0 

752 

0 

752 


0 

1,446 

1,546 

690 

6 

696 


0 

702 

0 

702 


0 

418 

125 

0 

125 


1,146 

2 

1,148 

435 

2 

437 


69 

1 

70 

65 

1 

66 


882 

0 

882 

210 

0 

210 


925 

0 

925 

416 

0 

416 


1,450 

0 

1,450 

957 

0 

957 


335 

0 

335 

181 

0 

181 


148 

0 

148 

63 

0 

63 




13, 807 

11 

13,818 

6, 641 

109 

6,750 







-51.9 

890.9 

-51. 2 






27, 828 

1,281 

29,109 

15, 353 
—44.8 

2,973 

18, 326 
-37.0 

Percent change for group from previous date 

132. 1 


♦Branch law classification used is that which appeared in The National Banking Review, 1, March 1964, p. 341, The basis foi 
classification was pragmatic, rather than statutory. 

fBranches are as of 1920. {Included after admission as States. 
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grouped by branch law,* selected years, 1919-64 


1946 

1950 

mo 

1964 

Banks 

Branches 

Total 

Banks 

Branches 

Total 

Banks 

Branches 

Total 

Banks 

Branches 

Total 







13 

27 

40 

12 

46 

58 

10 

35 

45 

11 

56 

67 

10 

173 

183 

16 

241 

257 

207 

880 

1, 087 

202 

979 

1, 181 

117 

1,636 

1,753 

200 

2,232 

2, 432 

123 

20 

143 

112 

50 

162 

70 

197 

267 

66 

285 

351 

39 

14 

53 

38 

20 

58 

20 

53 

73 

20 

63 

83 

20 

35 

55 

19 

45 

64 

12 

90 

102 

15 

81 

96 







12 

81 

93 

12 

109 

121 

47 

42 

89 

43 

55 

98 

32 

82 

114 

24 

119 

143 

64 

68 

132 

63 

71 

134 

47 

129 

176 

46 

160 

206 

170 

94 

264 

164 

119 

283 

133 

237 

370 

121 

355 

476 

8 

17 

25 

8 

19 

27 

7 

35 

42 

8 

56 

64 

227 

161 

388 

225 

218 

443 

183 

504 

687 

152 

707 

859 

70 

75 

145 

70 

102 

172 

51 

194 

245 

51 

249 

300 

23 

44 

67 

16 

60 

76 

9 

89 

98 

10 

no 

120 

149 

30 

179 

148 

49 

197 

145 

141 

286 

133 

237 

370 

59 

12 

71 

55 

24 

79 

50 

70 

120 

55 

100 

155 

72 

9 

81 

70 

11 

81 

56 

33 

89 

49 

50 

99 

122 

115 

237 

118 

144 

262 

87 

283 

370 

97 

373 

470 

1, 410 

1,651 

3, 061 

1,362 

2,022 

3,384 

1,054 

4, 054 

5,108 

1,087 

5, 573 

6, 660 

-15.4 

33. 6 

5. 4 

-3.4 

22. 5 

10.6 

-22.6 

100. 5 

50.9 

3. 1 

37. 5 

30.4 













219 

23 

242 

225 

26 

251 

238 

82 

320 

252 

135 

387 

316 

30 

346 

397 

42 

439 

421 

97 

518 

431 

159 

590 

489 

83 

572 

487 

109 

596 

443 

307 

750 

431 

437 

868 

390 

34 

424 

385 

44 

429 

355 

144 

499 

348 

214 

562 

155 

62 

217 

165 

77 

242 

190 

173 

363 

209 

231 

440 

187 

143 

330 

182 

177 

359 

171 

370 

541 

159 

523 

682 

434 

198 

632 

442 

239 

681 

380 

575 

955 

361 

804 

1, 165 

203 

52 

255 

201 

68 

269 

193 

132 

325 

196 

188 

384 

348 

133 

481 

324 

165 

489 

253 

430 

683 

236 

621 

857 

44 

6 

50 

51 

15 

66 

55 

52 

107 

63 

80 

143 

672 

694 

1,366 

629 

786 

1,415 

402 

1,368 

1,770 

354 

1,802 

2, 156 

674 

176 

850 

659 

226 

885 

585 

635 

1,220 

547 

869 

1,416 

1,016 

124 

1, 140 

971 

193 

1, 164 

703 

784 

1,487 

591 

1,139 

1,730 

169 

44 

213 

169 

49 

218 

174 

59 

233 

173 

72 

245 

294 

68 

362 

297 

98 

395 

297 

210 

507 

294 

290 

584 

315 

86 

401 

313 

114 

427 

305 

265 

570 

277 

466 

743 

554 

145 

699 

554 

152 

706 

561 

158 

719 

578 

168 

746 

6, 479 

2, 101 

8, 580 

6, 451 

2, 580 

9, 031 

5, 726 

5,841 

11,567 

5, 500 

8,198 

13,698 

-8.0 

29. 1 

-1. 1 

-0.4 

22. 8 

5. 3 

-11.2 

126.4 

28. 1 

-3. 9 

40. 4 

18.4 

219 

20 

239 

232 

19 

251 

237 

45 

282 

245 

88 

333 

142 

1 

143 

154 

4 

158 

192 

1 

193 

246 

1 

247 

184 

3 

187 

199 

6 

205 

309 

0 

309 

424 

0 

424 

871 

3 

874 

891 

2 

893 

966 

0 

966 

1,030 

0 

1,030 

649 

161 

810 

663 

164 

827 

673 

183 

856 

675 

221 

896 

614 

1 

615 

612 

0 

612 

587 

22 

609 

594 

47 

641 

677 

6 

683 

680 

6 

686 

689 

6 

695 

720 

9 

729 

596 

0 

596 

600 

1 

601 

626 

23 

649 

643 

53 

696 

110 

0 

no 

no 

0 

no 

121 

0 

121 

129 

1 

130 

409 

2 

411 

418 

2 

420 

426 

11 

437 

432 

25 

457 

64 

2 

66 

75 

2 

77 

74 

3 

77 

73 

19 

92 

151 

25 

176 

150 

22 

172 

156 

28 

184 

163 

42 

205 

383 

1 

384 

386 

1 

387 

389 

18 

407 

417 

30 

447 

851 

4 

855 

908 

5 

913 

1,011 

8 

1,019 

1, 130 

31 

1,161 

180 

0 

180 

180 

0 

180 

182 

0 

182 

184 

0 

184 

55 

0 

55 

53 

0 

53 

55 

0 

55 

68 

0 

68 

6,155 

229 

6, 384 

6, 311 

234 

6, 545 

6,693 

348 

7, 041 

7, 173 



-7.3 

HDQD 

-5.4 

2. 5 

2.2 

2.5 

6. 1 

48.7 

7.6 

7.2 



14, 044 

3, 981 

18, 025 

14,124 

4,836 

18, 960 

13.473 

10, 243 

23, 716 

13, 760 

14, 338 

28, 098 

-8. 5 

33. 9 

— 1. 6 

0. 6 

21.5 

5.2 

-4.6 

111.8 

25. 1 

2. 1 

40.0 

18.5 


Sources : Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Annual Report, various years ; Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, Banking and Monetary Statistics, 1943; Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Federal Reserve Bulletin, 
various issues. 
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Table 4. — Number of newly organized commercial banks 
in the United States, by class of bank, 1947-64 


Year 

National 

Stale 

Total 

1947 

17 

92 

109 

1948 

15 

65 

80 

1949 

11 

60 

71 

1950 

7 

61 

68 

1951 

9 

53 

62 

1952 

15 

58 

73 

1953 

16 

52 

68 

1954 

16 

55 

71 

1955 

28 

88 

116 

1956 

30 

93 

123 

1957 

20 

67 

87 

1958 

18 

78 

96 

1959 

24 

94 

118 

1960 

34 

103 

137 

Total, 1947-60 

260 

1,019 

1,279 

1961 

26 

86 

112 

1962 

65 

120 

183 

1963 

164 

136 

300 

1964 

205 

136 

341 

Total, 1961-64 

460 

478 

938 

Total, 1947-64 

720 

1,497 

2.217 


Source: The National Banking Review, 2, March, 1965, p. 306. 


Table 5. — Commercial banks and branches in the United States,* by class of bank, 1960-64 




National banks 



State banks 


Total 

offices 

Tear 

Number 
of banks 

Percent 
change in 
banks 

Number 

of 

branches 

Percent 
change in 
branches 

Total 

offices 

Number 
of banks 

Percent 
change in 
banks 

Number 

branches 

Percent 
change in 
branches 

Total 

offices 

National 

and 

State 

banks 

1960 

4, 529 


5, 325 
5,855 


9,854 
10, 367 

8. 944 


4. 918 



23, 716 

1961 

4,512 

-0. 38 

9. 95 

8; 920 

-0. 27 

5^250 

6. 75 

14,170 

24, 537 

1962 

4, 504 

-.18 

6, 445 

10. 08 

10, 949 

8, 924 

.04 

5. 645 

7. 52 

14, 569 
14, 970 

25, 518 

1963 

4,614 

2.44 

7, 209 

11.85 

11,823 

8,954 

.34 

6, 016 

6. 57 

26, 793 

1964 

4, 772 

3. 42 

7,957 

10. 38 


8, 988 

.38 

6,381 

6.07 

15, 369 

28, 098 


*Banks and banking offices in territories excluded. 

Sources: The National Banking Review, 2, March 1965. Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Annual Report,- various 
years, and Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Federal Reserve Bulletin, various issues. 
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Table 6 . — Number of newly organized commercial hanks and total commercial banks,* by State groups classified by branch law, 

1952-64 



Statewide branch hanking 

Limited branch banking 

Unit banking 

All States 

Tear 














Total 

New 

New as 

Total 

New 

New as 

'1 otal 

New 

New as 

Total 

New 

New as 


banks 

banks 

percent 

banks 

banks 

percent 

banks 

banks 

percent 

banks 

banks 

percent 




total 



total 



total 



total 

1952 

1,342 

16 

1.19 

6, 367 

22 

.35 

6, 340 

35 

.55 

14, 049 

73 

.52 

1953 

1,334 

18 

1.35 

6, 300 

21 

.33 

6,350 

29 

.46 

13, 984 

68 

.49 

1954 

1,257 

9 

0. 72 

6, 204 

18 

.29 

6, 378 

44 

.69 

13, 839 

71 

.51 

1955 

1, 202 

22 

1.83 

6, 090 

31 

.51 

6, 423 

63 

.98 

13,715 

116 

.85 

1956 

1,161 

12 

1.03 

5, 995 

33 

.55 

6, 486 

78 

1.20 

13, 642 

123 

.90 

1957 

1, 119 

15 

1. 34 

5, 927 

24 

.40 

6, 521 

48 

.74 

13, 567 

87 

,64 

1958 

1,090 

9 

.83 

5, 845 

25 

.43 

6, 567 

62 

.94 

13, 502 

96 

.71 

1959. 

1,083 

17 

1.57 

5, 761 

23 

.40 

6, 632 

78 

1.18 

13,476 

118 

.88 

1960 

1,054 

14 

1.33 

5, 726 

39 

.68 

6,693 

84 

1.26 

13, 473 

137 

1.02 

1961 

1, 041 

22 

2, 12 

5, 660 

34 

.60 

6, 731 

56 

.83 

13, 432 

112 

.83 

1962 

1, 022 

28 

2. 74 

5, 575 

44 

.79 

6, 831 

113 

1.65 

13, 428 

185 

1.38 

1963 

1, 037 

56 

5. 40 

5, 524 

57 

1.03 

7, 007 

187 

2.67 

13, 568 

300 

2.21 

1964 

1,087 

75 

6. 90 

5, 500 

79 

1.44 

7, 173 

187 

2. 61 

13, 760 

341 

2.48 


*Banks in territories are excluded. 


Sources: New bank data — The National Banking Review, 2, March 1965, p. 350. Total bank data — Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, Annual Report, various years, and Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Federal Reserve Bulletin, 
various issues. 


21 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



Table 7. — Commercial banking offices, population and personal income by State groups classijied by branch law,* 1934-64 


Item 

1934 

1946 

Percent 

change 

1935- 

46 

1950 

Percent 

change 

1947- \ 
50 \ 

1 

1955 1 

Percent 

change 

1951- 

55 

1960 

Percent 

change 

1956- 

60 

1964 

Percent 

change 

1961- 

64 

Commercial banking offices: 

\ 











Statewide branch banking f . 

2, 903 

3, 061 

5.4 

3, 384 

10.6 

3,875 

14.5 

5,108 

31.8 

6, 660 

30.4 

Limited branch banking . . . 

8, 673 

8,580 

-1.1 

9, 031 

5.3 

9, 909 

9.7 

11,567 

16.7 

13, 698 

18.4 

Unit banking 

6, 750 

6, 384 

—5.4 

6, 545 

2.5 

6, 644 

1.5 

7, 041 

6.0 

7, 740 

9.9 

All State total 

18, 326 

18,025 ' 

-1.6 ' 

18,960 

5.2 ^ 

20, 428 

7.7 

23,716 

16.1 

28,098 

18.5 

Population (thousands): 







1 





Statewide branch banking f . 

21, 279 

28,494 

33.9 

30, 466 

6.9 

34,811 

14.3 

40, 596 

16.6 

43, 771 

7.8 

Limited branch banking . . . 

68, 399 

73, 182 

7.0 

79, 108 

8.1 

84, 686 

7.1 

90, 566 

6.9 

95, 101 

5.0 

Unit banking 

36. 694 

38,216 

4.1 i 

41,668 

9.0 1 

44, 810 

7.5 

48, 824 

9.0 

51,490 

5.5 

All State total 

126, 372 

139, 892 

10.7 i 

151,242 

8.1 

164, 307 

8.6 

179, 986 

9.5 

190, 362 

5.8 

Personal income (millions of 



1 









current dollars): 












Statewide branch bankingf . 

9, 970 

39, 047 

291.6 1 

47, 853 1 

22.6 

68,758 , 

43.7 

95, 441 

38.8 

121,644 

27.5 

Limited branch banking . . . 

30,885 

91, 974 

197.8 

118, 222 

28.5 

159,289 

34.7 

200, 679 

26.0 

242, 051 

20.6 

Unit banking 

12,627 1 

45, 395 1 

259.5 

59, 368 

30.8 

78,581 1 

32. 4 

102, 944 

31.0 

124,150 : 

20.6 

All State total 

53,482 

176,416 

229.9 

225, 443 

27.8 

306,628 1 

36.0 

399, 064 ' 

30.1 

487,845 i 

22.2 

Real disposable personal in- 












come (millions of 1954-dol- 












lars): 

1 












i 

44, 589 


48, 520 

8.8 

60, 321 

24. 3 

72, 991 

21. 0 

§84, 208 

A15.4 



106' 346 


119' 074 

12.0 

140' 069 

17.6 

158, 886 

13.4 

§174^989 

AlO. 1 

Unit banking 


54, 298 


60, 136 

10.8 

69, 769 

16.0 

82, 485 

18.2 

§91, 994 

All. 5 

All State total 


205, 233 


227, 730 

11.0 

270,159 

18.6 

314, 362 

16.4 

§351,191 

All. 7 


^Branch law classification used is that which appeared in The National Banking Review, 1, March 1964, p. 341, The basis 
for classification was pragmatic, rather than statutory. 

fAlaska and Hawaii excluded until admission as States. 

{Alaska and Hawaii excluded. 

§1963 data. 

A1960-63. 

Sources: Banking office data — Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Annual Report, various years. Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System, Federal Reserve Bulletin, various issues. Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Banking 
and Monetary Statistics, 1943. 

Population and personal income data — Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of the United States, various years. 

Disposable personal income ^ta — Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Business, April 1965. 
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Table 8. — Mergers* under the Bank Merger Act, 1960, in which the resulting institution was a National Bank, classified 
by size of acquiring and acquired banks, through June 30, 1^5 


Acquiring bank\ 

Acquired banks 

Assets less 
than $10 
million 

Assets $10 ' 
million to 
$24.9 million j 

Assets $25 
million to 
$49.9 million 

Assets $50 ' 
million to 1 
$99.9 million 

Assets $100 
million or 
over 

Total 


49 





49 


63 

6 




69 


52 

14 

4 



70 


54 

19 ! 

7 

1 


81 

Assets $100 million or over 

99 

60 ! 

24 

13 

8 

204 

Total 

317 

99 

35 

14 

8 

i473 


♦Includes all forms of acquisition. 

fFor this classification, the bank with the larger total assets in each transaction was considered to be the acquiring bank. 
j459 transactions were included. Since 6 of these involved 3 banks and 4 involved four banks, 473 banks were absorbed in the 
459 transactions. 


Table 9. — U.S. Commercial bank failures,* 1952-65 


1 

Tear 

Number of bank failures 

Bank failure rate per 
10,000 banks 

Business 
failure rate 
per 10,000 
firms 

National 

State 

insured 

State 

nordnsvxed 

Total 

National 

State 

insured 

1952 

0 

3 

1 

4 

1 

0 ; 

3.5 

28.7 

1953 

0 ' 

2 

1 

3 

0 

2. 3 

33.2 

1954 

0 

2 

2 

4 

0 

2.3 

42.0 

1955 

2 

3 

0 

5 

4.3 

3. 5 

41.6 

1956 

1 

1 

1 

3 

2.2 

1.2 

48.0 

1957 

0 

1 

1 

2 

0 ' 

1.2 

51.7 

1958 

1 

3 

5 

9 

2.2 

3.5 ' 

55.9 

1959 

0 

3 

0 

3 

0 

3.5 

51.8 

1960 

0 

1 

1 

2 

0 

1.2 

57.0 

1961 

2 

3 

4 

9 

4.4 

3.5 

64.4 

1962 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

60.8 

1963 

0 

2 

0 

2 

0 

2. 3 

56.3 

1964 

1 

6 

1 

8 

2. 1 

6.9 

53.2 


0 

3 

1 

6 













i 9 

33 

20 

62 













♦For insured banks, the figures show the number of cases requiring FDIC disbursements. For noninsured banks, the figures 
show the number of cases described by the FDIC as “noninsured bank failures.” 

Sources: Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Annual Report, 1952 through 1963, for bank data for those years. Bank 
data for 1 964 and 1 965 from FDIC, Report to the Comptroller of the Currency of Liquidation and Insurance Expenses, November30, 
1964, and supplement. Business failure data from Economic Report of the President, 1965. 
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1 . State of the National Banking System 


During 1964, the assets of national banks rose by 
almost $20 billion, or 11.7 percent. On December 31, 
1964, the 4,615 national banks had total assets of 
$190.1 billion. 

As can be seen in table 1, the 1964 rate of increase 
in assets was greater for national banks than for either 
State member or insured nonmember banks. In 1962 
and 1963, the assets of insured nonmember banks rose 
at a faster rate than did the assets of national banks. 
In 1 964, the first time in 3 years, the assets of national 
banks rose by more than the assets of savings and loan 
associations. Credit unions continued to expand at 
a faster rate than national banks or commercial banks; 
this was also true in 1962 and 1963. 

To some extent, these asset changes reflect the in- 
crease in the number of national banks and banking 
offices. In December 1964, there were 4.780 commer- 
cial banks under the supervision of the Comptroller of 
the Currency, including 7 nonnational banks in the 
District of Columbia. This represents a 3.4 percent 
increase since the end of 1963. During 1963, the com- 
parable increase was 2.4 percent and, in 1962, there 
was a decline of 0.2 percent. The number of State 


member banks declined by 3 percent in 1964, contin- 
uing the decline of the last 5 years. The number of 
insured nonmember banks continued to rise in 1964 
at about the same rate as in 1962 and 1963. During 
1964, the number of national banking offices (the sum 
of national banks and branches of national banks, in- 
cluding the banks in the District of Columbia) in- 
creased by 7.6 percent, less than the 8.2 percent rise 
experienced in 1963, but more than the 5.5 percent rise 
of 1962. As in 1962 and 1963, the percentage in- 
crease in banking offices under the supeivision of the 
Comptroller of the Currency was greater than for either 
State member or insured nonmember banks. 

In evaluating the growth of the commercial bank- 
ing system during 1964, it should be noted that the 
economy experienced a 6,6 percent rise in gross na- 
tional product (in current dollars), a 12 percent 
growth in corporate profits before taxes, and a 5.9 per- 
cent gain in personal income. A significant factor ac- 
counting for this growth of the economy was a 4.3 per- 
cent increase in the money supply — an increase greater 
than in 1961, 1962, or 1963. 


Table 1. — Number of commercial banks, and banking offices, and total assets, by class of bank, end of 1963 

and 1964, and percent change 1963-64 


[Dollar amounts in billions] 


i 

Iti'rn j 

dumber of banks 

! 

I Number oj banking offices 

\ 1 

Value of assets 

1 

7963 1 

i 

1 7904 

Percent 

c/iange 

7963-64 

7963 ! 

7964 ■■■ 

Percent 

change 

7963-64 

1963 1 

7964 

Percent 

change 

7963-64 

All commercial banks 

13, 566 

13, 771 

1.51 

26,905 1 

28,231 

4. 93 ' 

1E314. 1 

3348.4 ' 

10. 92 

National banks ^ 

4,622 

4, 780 

3.42 

11,859 1 

12, 754 

7. 55 1 

171.2 

191.2 

11.68 

State member banks 

; 1,493 

1,448 

-3. 01 

4,632 : 

4, 695 

1.36 1 

90. 5 

98. 1 

8. 40 

Insured nonmember banks 

i 7, 177 

7, 266 

1.24 

10,084 

10, 448 

3.61 1 

50.1 

55. 8 

11.38 

Noninsured banks 

274 i 

277 

1.09 

330 I 

334 , 

1.21 ! 

2.3 

3.3 

43.48 


^ Includes 7 noiinatior al banks in the District of Columbia. 
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Table 2. — Total assets of commercial banks, mutual savings banks, savings and loan associations, and credit 
unions; end of December 1962, 1963, and 1964, and percent change 1963-64 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 


Item ' 

1 

Dec. 28, 1962 ' 

Dec. 20, 1963 ' 

Dec. 31, 1964 

Percent increase 

1963-^ 


$298, 196 
46,121 
93, 605 
7,188 

$314, 056 
49, 702 

$348,433 1 
54,240 1 
119,295 ! 
9, 303» i 

10.95 


9. 13 


107* 559 

10. 91 


8;i28 

14. 46 » 



* Based on preliminary December 1964 data. 


11 . Assets, Deposits, and Capital Accounts 


The assets of national banks grew 11.7 percent dur- 
ing 1964. Their earning assets (loans, securities, Fed- 
eral funds sold, and direct lease financing) registered 
a 10.1 percent increase over 1963, but these assets as a 
proportion of total assets declined from 80.5 percent 
at the end of 1963 to 79.3 percent at the end of 1964. 
Loans tmd discounts increased 14.6 percent (see table 
3) while total securities displayed a modest 4.2 per- 
cent increase. As a percentage of total assets, loans 
and discounts increased from 49.0 percent in 1963 to 
50.3 percent in 1964, but securities dropped from 30.6 
percent in 1963 to 28.6 percent in 1964. Holdings of 
direct U.S. Government obligations by national banks 
increased 0.4 percent, reversing the decline of 6.3 per- 
cent in 1 963. However, the relationship of these hold- 
ings to total assets fell from 19.6 percent in 1963 to 17.6 
percent in 1964. State and local obligations increased 
13.5 percent over 1963, less than the 20.4 percent in- 
crease experienced in 1963 period. As a percentage of 
total assets. State and local obligations rose slightly 
from 9.6 percent in 1963 to 9.8 percent in 1964. This 
increase of loans amd discounts, as contrasted with the 
relative decrease in securities holdings, reflects the 
brisk demand for loans from the private sector of 
our economy. 

State member banks had an 8.8 percent increase in 
loans in 1964 — the same rate of increase they ex- 
perienced in 1963. Securities holdings of State mem- 
ber banks increased 1.1 percent in 1964. Their 
holdings of direct U.S. Government obligations de- 


clined 4.0 percent — ^less than the 7.8 percent decrease 
in 1963. Holdings of State and local government ob- 
ligations increased 10.8 percent — ^less than the 23.3 
percent increase experienced in 1963. 

Loan deposit ratios of national banks rose from 30.0 
percent in 1936 to 37.5 in 1954 and continued to rise 
to 55.3 in 1963 and 56.3 in 1964. This ratio for State 
member banks fell slightly from 59.7 in 1963 to 59.2 in 
1964. 

Deposits of national banks increased by $18.8 billion 
in 1964, a 12.5 percent rise. The growth of time and 
savings deposits ($9.5 billion, or 15.5 percent) ex- 
ceeded that of demand deposits ($9.3 billion, or 10.4 
percent) for 1964, thus continuing past trends in de- 
posit distribution. Demand deposits fell from 59.3 
percent of total deposits at the end of 1963 to 58.2 
percent at the end of 1964, while time and savings 
deposits rose from 40.7 percent in 1963 to 41.8 percent 
in 1964. 

Total capital of national banks increased by $1.5 
billion or 11.1 percent during 1964. There was a 
sharp increase in the use of debenture financing during 
1964, with a rise in the amount outstanding from $45 
million to $475 million. Undivided profits, surplus, 
and common capital increased from their 1963 levels 
by 5. 1, 7.6, and 8.3 percent, respectively. At the end 
of 1964, total capital was 7.92 percent of total liabili- 
ties and capital, approximately the same as last year’s 
7.96 percent. 
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Table 3. — /Usets and liabilities of national banks oti Dec. 20, 1963; Dec. 31, 1964; and percent change 

December 1963 to December 1964 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 


Item 

Dec. 20, 1963 ■. 

Dec. 31, 1964 

Percent change 


4,615 banks 

4,773 banks 

1963 to 1964 

ASSETS 





S83, 388 
33, 311 

' $95, 577 

33, 448 

14. 62 


.41 


73 

89 

21. 92 


16,380 
2, 408 

18, 592 
2, 237 

13. 50 


-7.10 



135, 560 

149,943 

10. 61 



1,457 

24 

1 

821 

— 43.65 


81 

237. 50 



28,635 

34, 066 

18. 97 



2, 591 
575 

2, 789 
652 

7. 64 


13.39 


1,388 

1,760 

26.80 



170, 229 

190,113 

11.68 


LIABILITIES 





67, 740 

74, 200 
64, 763 

3,787 

9. 54 


56; 606 

14. 41 



i} 3, 874 



11,523 
9, 009 : 
2, 072 i 

13, 647 
10, 733 
2, 486 

18. 43 


19. 14 


19. 98 



150, 823 

169,617 

12. 46 



89,389 ' 
61,434 j 
395 

98, 660 
70, 957 
299 

10. 37 


15. 50 


— 24. 30 


1, 309 
584 

827 

— 36.82 


666 

14. 04 


3, 569 

3, 656 

2.44 



156, 681 

175, 065 

11.73 


CAPITAL ACCOUNTS 

45 ; 

475 

955. 56 


3,959 
25 ! 

4,286 

28 

8. 26 


12.00 


6, 700 
2, 529 

7, 207 
2, 657 
393 

7.57 


5.06 


' 290 

35. 52 



13, 548 

15, 048 

11.07 



170, 229 

190,113 

11.68 
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Table 4. — Percent distribution of assets, and liabilities, of national banks, December 1963 and 1964 


Item 

December 

1963 

December 

1964 

ASSETS 

Securities: 

Percent 

19.61 

Percent 

17. 64 


9. 62 

9. 78 


1.41 

1.18 



30.65 

28. 60 


48. 99 

50.27 


. 86 

.43 


.01 

.04 


10. 37 

11. 96 


6. 45 

5. 95 


1. 52 

1. 47 


1.15 

1.27 



100. 00 

100. 00 


LIABILITIES 

Deposits: 

39. 79 

39.03 


33.25 

34. 07 


2.27 

1. 99 


6.77 

7.18 


5.29 

5.65 


1.22 

1.31 



88. 60 

89. 22 



52. 51 

51. 90 


36.09 

37. 32 



3. 44 

2.87 


Capital funds: 

.03 

.25 


2. 34 

2.27 


3. 94 

3. 79 


1.66 

1.60 



7.96 

7,92 



100. 00 

100. 00 
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i Af;Li ’> - D> n;ati(i aud itme di‘jiosits: dollar amount, and percent distribution, by type of bank, 

December 1963 and 1964 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 


! December 7963 

December 1964 

Itn,: 

Dollar amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Dollar amount 

Percent 

distribution 

All commercial banks: 

Total deposits $276,230 

100.0 

$308, 427 

100.0 

Demand 164,050 

Time 112,180 

59.4 

40.6 

180, 199 
128, 228 

58.4 

41.6 

Members of Federal Reserve System: 

Total deposits 229, 376 

100. 0 

255, 724 

100.0 

Demand 138,064 

Time 91,312 

60.2 

39.8 

151,384 
104, 340 

59.2 

40.8 

National banks: 

Total deposits 150,823 

100.0 

169,617 

100.0 

Demand 89, 389 

Time 61,434 

59.3 
40. 7 

98, 660 
70, 957 

58.2 

41.8 

State member banks: 

Total deposits 78,553 

100.0 

86, 108 

100.0 

Demand 48, 675 

Time 29, 878 

62.0 

38.0 

52, 725 
33, 383 

61.2 

38.8 

Insured nonmember banks: 

Total deposits 45, 270 

100.0 

50, 507 

100.0 

Demand 24, 887 

Time 20,383 

55.0 

45.0 

27, 308 
23, 199 

54. 1 
45.9 

Noninsured banks: 

Total deposits 1 , 583 

100.0 

2, 197 

100.0 


69. 4 
30.6 

1,508 

689 

68.6 

31.4 

Time . . , , 485 

1 


III. New Charters, Branches and Mergers 


There were 232 national bank charters issued in 
1964, including two for Deposit Insurance Corporation 
National Banks organized under section 11 of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act. Of these charters, 
27 represented conversions of State-chartered banks, 
an increase of one from 1963. Five States (California, 
38; Colorado, 11; Florida, 23; Oklahoma, 11; and 
Texas, 24) accounted for 52.7 percent of all primary 
national bank charters issued. No primary national 
bank charters were issued in 15 States. 

At the end of 1964, there were 7,960 national bank 
branches, an increase of 782 over December 31, 1963. 
Pennsylvania and California experienced the greatest 
net additions of branch offices — 105 and 98, respec- 


tively. Other States with substantial net increases in 
branches were: New York (66), Michigan (52), New 
Jersey (46), Ohio (38), Massachusetts (32), Vir- 
ginia (32), Washington (28), Indiana (26), euid 
Connecticut (20) . 

Of the 782 national bank branches opened in 1964, 
474, or 60.6 percent, were located in communities with 
a population of less than 25,000. National banks with 
total resources of less than $25 million opened 239 
branches, or 30.6 percent of the total. 

During 1964, the Comptroller of the Currency ap- 
proved 91 consolidations, mergers, and absorptions in- 
volving national banks, as compared with 90 in 1963. 
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Table 6. — Number of national banks and hanking offices, by States, Dec. 31, 1964 


State 

National banks 

Number of 
branches of 
'' national banks 

Number of 
national bank- 
ing ^ offices 

Total 

1 

Unit 

With branches 

United States ® 

4, 773 

3, 537 

1,236 

\ 7, 960 

12, 733 

Alabama 

80 

56 

24 

106 

186 

Alaska 

5 

0 

5 

38 

43 

Arizona 

4 

1 

' 3 

166 

170 

Arkansas 

63 

40 

1 23 

47 

no 

California 

90 

57 

1 33 

1,648 

1,738 

Colorado 

115 

115 

0 

0 

115 

Connecticut 

27 

12 

15 

152 

179 

Delaware 

5 

4 

1 

3 

8 

District of Columbia 

8 

1 

7 

45 

53 

Florida 

187 

187 

0 

0 

187 

Georgia 

55 

32 

23 

100 

155 

Hawaii 

2 

0 

2 

39 

41 

Idaho 

9 

4 

5 

90 

99 

Illinois 

410 

410 

0 

0 

410 

Indiana 

124 

63 

61 

244 

368 

Iowa 

101 

80 

21 

23 

124 

Kansas 

169 

145 

24 

24 

193 

Kentucky 

82 

43 

39 

no 

192 

Louisiana 

47 

17 

30 

126 

173 

Maine 

22 

8 

14 

62 

84 

Maryland 

49 

24 

25 

171 

220 

Massachusetts 

93 

34 

59 

303 

396 

Michigan 

96 

44 

52 

355 

451 

Minnesota 

193 

191 

2 

6 

199 

Mississippi 

31 

8 

23 

42 

73 

Missouri 

91 

77 

14 

14 

105 

Montana 

48 

48 

0 

0 

48 

Nebraska 

125 

109 

16 

16 

141 

Nevada 

3 

1 

2 

30 

33 

New Hampshire 

50 

35 

15 

17 

67 

New Jersey 

14« 

52 

94 

390 

536 

New Mexico 

33 

15 

18 

46 

79 

New York 

203 

no 

93 

755 

958 

North Carolina 

31 

9 

1 22 

248 

279 

North Dakota 

41 

36 

1 5 

5 

46 

Ohio 

221 

102 

! 119 

465 

686 

Oklahoma 

222 

199 

23 

23 

245 

Oregon 

11 

6 

5 

199 

210 

Pennsylvania 

387 

242 

145 

724 

1,111 

Rhode Island 

4 

0 

4 

52 

56 

South Carolina 

25 

6 

19 

161 

186 

South Dakota 

33 

28 

5 

34 

67 

Tennessee 

75 

32 

43 

179 

254 

Texas 

8 539 

539 

0 

0 

539 

Utah 

12 

8 

4 

53 

65 

Vermont 

28 

19 

9 

27 

55 

Virginia 

« 123 

61 

62 

274 

397 

Washington 

28 

13 

15 

322 

350 

West Virginia 

79 

79 

0 

0 

79 

Wisconsin 

109 

97 

12 

24 

133 

Wyoming 

38 1 

38 

0 

0 

38 

Virgin Islands 

1 ! 

0 

1 

2 

3 

District of Columbia — all * 

15 

2 

13 

78 

93 


* Number of banking offices is the sum of total national banks 
and number of branches of national banks. 

® Includes Virgin Islands. 

s Includes Deposit Insurance National Bank of Dell CSty, 
Dell City, Tex. — organized under Section 11 of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act — to operate no longer than for a 2-ycar 
period. 


* Includes Deposit Insurance National Bank of Newport News, 
New}x)rt News, Va. — organized under Section 11 of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act — ^to operate no longer than for a 2-year 
period. 

’ Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 
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Table 7. — National hank charter applications,^ and charters issiiedp- by States, Jan. l~Dec. 31, 1964; received, 
approved, rejected, abandoned, and pending as of Dec. 31, 1964 


State 

Received * 

Approved 

Rejected 

Abandoned 

Pending 
Dec. 31, 1964 

Charters 

Issued 

United States ^ 

538 

185 

242 

30 

81 

232 

Alabama 

16 

10 

5 

0 

1 

8 

Alaska 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Arkansas 

9 

3 

2 

1 

3 

3 

California 

105 

30 

52 

5 

18 

38 

Colorado 

29 

9 

19 

0 

1 

11 

Connecticut 

12 

3 

3 

0 

6 

4 

Delaware 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

District of Columbia 

3 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

Florida 

70 

15 

38 

10 

7 

26 

Georgia 

9 

2 

5 

2 

0 

1 

Hawaii 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

Idaho 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Illinois 

21 

12 

5 

1 

3 

9 

Indiana 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Iowa 

3 

1 

0 

0 

2 

1 

Kansas 

4 

1 

3 

0 

0 

2 

Kentucky 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Louisiana 

4 

1 

3 

0 

0 

3 

Maine 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Maryland 

6 

2 

2 

0 

2 

4 

Massachusetts 

4 

2 

0 

0 

2 

1 

Michigan 

12 

7 

1 

0 

4 

8 

Minnesota 

9 

1 

5 

2 

1 

4 

Mississippi 

6 

4 

1 

0 

1 

2 

Missouri 

22 

9 

8 

2 

3 

9 

Montana 

7 

2 

4 

0 

1 

1 

Nebraska 

4 

3 

1 

0 

0 

4 

Nevada 

6 

0 

4 

1 

1 

0 

New Hampshire 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

New Jersey 

14 

10 

3 

0 

1 

7 

New Mexico 

5 

3 

1 

0 

1 

4 

New York 

12 

4 

6 

0 

2 

5 

North Carolina 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

North Dakota 

3 

2 

0 

1 

0 

3 

Ohio 

12 

7 

1 

0 

4 

4 

Oklahoma 

29 

2 

23 

2 

2 

11 

Oregon 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Pennsylvania 

3 

1 

2 

0 

0 

2 

Rhode Island 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South Carolina 

4 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

South Dakota 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Tennessee 

3 

1 

0 

0 

2 

1 

Texas 

46 

11 

28 

1 

6 

< 25 

Utah 

5 

2 

2 

0 

1 

2 

Vermont 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virginia 

7 

3 

3 

1 

0 

< 9 

Washington 

10 

6 

4 

0 

0 

5 

West Virginia 

3 

2 

1 

0 

0 

3 

Wisconsin 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

5 

Wyoming 

9 

5 

1 

0 

3 

4 

Virgin Islands 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Puerto Rico 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 


• Includes conversions. * Includes Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico. 

2 Includes applications pending as of Dec. 31, 1963. * Includes one Deposit Insurance Corporation national bank. 


779 - 503 — 65 - 
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Table 8. — Charters, liquidations, and capital stock changes of national banks, calendar 1964 


lUm 

1 Number of 

Capital stock 

Capital notes 


banks 

Common 

Preferred 

and debentures 

Increases: 

Banks newly chartered : 

Primary organizations 

*205 

$87,212,260 

0 

0 

Reorganizations 

0 


0 

0 

Conversions of State banks 

27 

' 52, 425, 023 

0 

$25, 000, 000 

Capital stock: 

Preferred: 2 cases by new issues 

0 

0 

$3, 200, 000 

0 

Common: 

203 cases by statutory sale 


23, 680, 081 

0 

0 

587 cases by statutory stock dividend 

0 ! 

153, 926, 577 

0 

i 0 

7 cases by statutory consolidation 

0 ! 

7, 097, 250 

0 

0 

54 cases by statutory merger 

0 

13, 593,275 

! 0 

0 

Capital notes and debentures: 27 cases by new issue 

0 

0 

1 

405, 014, 100 

Total increases 

232 

337, 934, 466 

3, 200, 000 

430, 014,100 

Decreases: 

Banks ceasing operations: 

Voluntary liquidations: 

Succeeded by national banks 

9 

1,560, 000 

i 

0 

0 

Succeeded by State banks 

1 

1,250, 000 

0 

0 

No successor 

1 

150, 000 

0 

0 

Statutory consolidations 

4 

0 

0 

0 

Statutory mergers 

39 

0 

0 

0 

Conversions into State banks 

6 

1,100, 000 

0 

0 

Merged or consolidated with State banks (Public Law 
706) 

15 

4, 950, 800 1 

0 

0 

Receivership 

1 

100,000 1 

0 

0 

Capital stock: 

Preferred: 3 cases by retirement 

0 

0 ' 

39,140 

0 

Common: 

1 case by statutory reduction 

0 

50, 000 

0 

0 

1 0 cases by statutory merger 

0 

1, 386, 363 

0 

0 

Capital notes and debentures: 1 case by retirement 

0 

0 

0 

100, 000 

Total decreases 

76 

10, 547, 163 

39, 140 

100, 000 

Net change 

154 

327, 387, 303 

3, 160, 860 

429, 914, 100 

Charters m force Dec. 31, 1963, and authorized capital stock . . 

4,625 

3, 964,436,146 

25, 195, 470 

45, 300, 000 

Charters in force Dec. 31, 1964, and authorized capital stock. . 

4, 779 

4, 291,823, 449 

28, 356, 330 

475,214,100 


* Includes 2 Deposit Insurance National Banks organized under sec. II of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act. 
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Table 9. — Branches of national banks: m operation Dec. 31, 1963; opened for business, discontinued, or 
consolidated, Jan. 1-Dec. 31, 1964; and branches in operation Dec. 31, 1964 


State 

Branches in 
operation 

Dec. 31, 1963 

Branches opened 
for business 
Jan. 1—Dec. 31, 
1964 

Existing branches 
discontinued or 
consolidated Jan. 
1~Dec. 31, 1964 

Branches in 
operation 

Dec. 31, 1X4 

United States * 

2 7, 228 

782 

50 

7, 960 

Alabama 

2 97 

9 

0 

106 


38 

0 

0 

38 

Arizona 

154 

12 

0 

166 

Arkansas 

35 

12 

0 

47 

California 

2 1. 550 

102 

4 

1,648 

Colorado 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Connecticut 

132 

20 

0 

152 

Delaware 

3 

0 

0 

3 

District of Columbia 

2 38 

7 

0 

45 


0 

n 

0 

0 

Georgia 

? 97 

6 

3 

100 


38 

1 

0 

39 

Idaho 

84 

6 

0 

90 

Illinois 

0 

0 

0 

0 


218 

26 

0 

244 

Iowa 

19 

4 

0 

23 


24 

fi 

0 

24 

Kentucky 

2 102 

0 

1 

no 

Louisiana 

118 

9 

1 

126 

Maine 

61 

1 

0 

62 

Maryland 

2 156 

19 

4 

171 

Massachusetts 

271 

33 

1 

303 


2 303 

53 

1 

355 

Minnesota 

6 

0 

0 

6 

Mississippi 

36 

6 

0 

42 

Missouri 

2 14 

2 

2 

14 

Montana 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nebraska 

17 

0 

1 

16 

Nevada 

28 

2 

0 

30 

New Hampshire 

2 

15 

0 

17 

New Jersey 

344 

48 

2 

390 

New Mexico 

40 

8 

2 

46 

New York 

689 

74 

8 

755 

North Carolina 

2 232 

20 

4 

248 

North Dakota 

3 

2 

0 

5 

Ohio 

2 427 

39 

1 

465 

Oklahoma 

21 

2 

0 

23 

Oregon 

2 190 

9 

0 

199 

Pennsylvania , . . 

2 619 

111 

6 

724 

Rhode Island 

52 

1 

1 

52 

South Carolina 

2 145 

17 

1 

161 

South Dakota . 

34 

0 

0 

34 

Tennessee 

161 

20 

2 

179 

Texas 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Utah 

48 

5 

0 

53 

Vermont 

22 

6 

1 

27 

Virginia 

2 242 

36 

4 

274 

Washington 

2 294 

28 

0 

322 

West Virginia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wisconsin 

22 

2 

0 

24 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virgin Islands 

2 

0 

0 

2 

District of Columbia — all ^ 

70 

8 

0 

78 


1 Includes Virgin Islands. Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 

* Revised from 1963 Annual Report. the Currency. 

3 Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
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Table 10. — Branches of national banks opened for 
business, by community size and size of bank, Oct. 
1-Dec. 31, 1964, and calendar 1964 

Jan. 1~ 
Dec. 31, 


Category 1964 

In cities with population: 

Less than 5,000 190 

5.000 to 24,900 284 

25.000 to 49,900 94 

50.000 to 99,900 58 

100.000 to 249,900 40 

250.000 to 499,900 30 

500.000 to 1,000, 000 44 

Over 1,000,000 42 


Total 782 

By banks with total resources (in millions of dollars): 

Less than $10.0 122 

$10.0 to $24.9 117 

$25.0 to $49.9 80 

$50.0 to $99.9 64 

$100.0 to $999.9 259 

Over $1,000 140 


Total 782 
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Table 11 . — Dc novo branch applications of national banks, by States, Jan. 1-Dec. 31, 1964; received, approved, 
rejected, abandoned, and pending as of Dec. 31, 1964 


State 

Received * 

Approved 

Rejected 

Abandoned 

Pending 

Dec. 31, 1964 

United States^ 

1,026 

670 

142 

50 

164 

Alabama 

19 

13 

2 

0 

4 

Alaska 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Arizon a 

16 

11 

2 

0 

3 

Arkansas 

12 

11 

1 

0 

0 

California 

191 

107 

49 

7 

28 

Colorado 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Connecticut 

22 

15 

0 

1 

6 

Delaware 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

District of Columbia 

6 

4 

1 

0 

1 

Florida 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Georgia 

11 

9 

0 

2 

0 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Idaho 

6 

2 

3 

0 

1 

Illinois 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Indiana 

14 

13 

0 

0 

1 


15 

11 





1 

0 




Kentucky 

6 

5 

0 

0 

1 

Louisiana 

7 

5 

0 

0 

2 

Maine 

3 

1 

0 

0 

2 

Maryland 

37 

19 

11 

1 

6 

Massachusetts 

32 

25 

2 

0 

5 

Michigan 

77 

47 

9 

3 

18 

Minnesota 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mississippi 

9 

7 

0 

1 

1 

Missouri 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 


Nebraska 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Nevada 

3 

2 

0 

0 

1 

New Hampshire 

12 

9 

1 

0 

2 

New Jersey 

42 

25 

5 

4 

8 

New Mexico 

5 

5 

0 

0 

0 

New York 

96 

54 

13 

13 

16 

North Carolina 

29 

19 

1 

2 

7 

North Dakota 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Ohio 

71 

59 

1 

1 

10 

Oklahoma 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

Oregon 

23 

16 

6 

0 

1 

Pennsylvania 

87 

53 

13 

5 

16 

Rhode Island 

2 

1 

0 

0 

1 

South Carolina 

18 

14 

0 

0 

4 

South Dakota 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 


26 

24 

0 



Texas 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Utah 

11 

7 

1 

0 

3 


7 

4 

0 

0 

3 

Virginia 

68 

44 

13 

4 

7 

Washington 

26 

18 

6 

0 

2 

West Virginia 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wisconsin 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Wyoming 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Virgin Islands 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

District of Columbia — all® 

10 

7 

1 

0 

2 


1 Includes applications pending as of Dec. 31 , 1963. Columbia, all of which arc supervised by the Comptroller of 

* Includes Virgin Islandii. the Currency. 

^ Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
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IV. Income and Expenses of National Banks 


The composition of earning assets continued to shift 
from securities to loans during 1964, and deposits 
shifted from demand to time. An analysis of the 
income and dividend statements for national banks 
reflects these changes. While loans and discounts have 
higher yields than securities, the additional supply of 
funds raised through time deposits has been more 
costly. This price-cost relationship between loans 
and time deposits has led banks to search for other 
sources of funds. One source is the debenture. The 
phenomenal growth of this form of financing during 
1964 readily attests to its usefulness. 

During 1964, net income of national banks increased 
by $7.4 million (see table 12) to a level of $1,213 mil- 
lion. Operating revenue for 1964 exceeded the 1963 
level by $845 million, an 11.6 percent increase. In- 
terest and discount on loans accounted for $610 mil- 
lion, or 72.2 percent, of this $845 million increase. 
Earnings on U.S. Government securities increased 1.6 
percent, while earnings from other securities (mostly 
State and local issues) increased $97 million, or 19.2 
percent. 

Operating expenses for 1964 rose 12.9 percent from 
the 1963 level of $5,229 million. Of this $676 million 
increase, 51 percent ($345 million) represented the 


cost of interest on time and savings deposits ; this was 
18.0 percent above the 1963 level — less than the 20.7 
percent increase registered in 1963. Salaries and wages 
expense rose by 7.9 percent from 1963. Net current 
operating earnings increased to $2,243 million in 1964, 
$169 million above the 1963 level. 

Net income before related taxes dropped to $1,854.7 
million in 1964, from $1,893,9 in 1963. This 2.1 per- 
cent decline from 1963 can be traced to a net change 
of $208.5 million in profits, recoveries, losses, and 
transfers to valuation reserves. Profits on securities 
sold decreased $44.8 million, or 50.9 percent, from 
1963. Transfers from valuation reserves fell $85.7 
million, or 81.6 percent, from 1963. Conversely, trans- 
fers to valuation reserves increased $36.0 million to 
$365.6 million. The net result was a $388.3 million 
reduction in operating earnings. After deduction of 
$10.2 million for interest paid on capital notes and 
debentures, taxable income was reduced to $1,844.5 
million. 

In 1964, Federal income taxes decreased $57.4 mil- 
lion from the 1963 level. The factors behind this 
change were a lower corporate tax rate, and a greater 
share of income derived from tax-exempt sources. 


Table 12. — Current operating revenue, expenses, and dividends of national banks, December 1963 and 1964, 

and dollar and percent changes, 1963-64 


[Dollar amounts in millions] 


Item 

December 

December 

Change 

1963-64 


1963 ^ 

1964 

Dollar 

Percent 

Number of banks * 

Capital stock (par value) * 

Capital accounts * 

Current operating revenue: 

Interest and dividends on — 

U.S. Government obligations 

Other securities 

Interest and discount on loans 

Service charges on deposit accounts 

Other current operating revenue 

$4,615 

3, 886. 0 
13, 102.0 

1, 171.3 
504.9 

4, 621.6 
408.8 
596.0 

$4, 773 
4,163.1 
14, 297.8 

1, 189.7 
601.7 
5, 232. 4 

441.4 

682.5 

158 ! 

277.1 ! 
1,195.8 

18.4 
96.8 

610.8 

32.6 

86.5 

3. 42 

7. 13 

9.13 

1. 57 
19.17 

13. 22 
7. 97 

14. 51 

Total 

7, 302. 5 

8,147.7 

845. 2 

11.57 

Current operating expenses: 

Salaries, wages, and fees * 

Officer and employee benefits 8 

Interest on time and savings deposits 

Net occupancy expense of bank premises 

Other current operating expenses 

1,770.0 
242. 6 

1 1,917.3 

313.6 
985.3 

1,909.1 
266. 0 
2, 262. 7 
3.50. 8 

' 1,116.1 

139. 1 
23.4 
345.4 
37.2 
130.8 

7.86 

9.65 

18.01 

11.86 

13.28 

Total 

5, 228. 8 

5, 904. 7 

675. 9 

12.93 

Net current operating earnings 

2, 073. 7 

i 2, 243. 0 

169.3 

8. 16 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 12 . — Current operating revenue, expenses, and dividends of national banks, December 1963 and 1964, 
and dollar and percent changes, 1963-64 — Continued 


hem 

December 

December 

Change 

1963-64 


1963 

1964 

Dollar 

Percent 

Recoveries, transfers from valuation reserves, and profits: 

On securities: 

Profits on securities sold or redeemed 

88. 1 

43.3 

— 44. 8 

-50.85 

Recoveries 

2.3 

1.6 

-.7 

-30.43 

Transfers from valuation reserves 

44.8 

39.2 

-5.6 

-12. 50 

On loans: 

Recoveries 

8.1 

7.6 

-.5 

-6.17 

Transfers from valuation reserves 

105.0 

19.3 

-85.7 

-81.62 

All other 

55.5 

57.6 

2.1 

3. 78 

Total 

303.8 

168.6 

-135.2 

-44. 50 

Losses, chargeofFs, and transfers to valuation reserves: 

On securities : 

Losses and chargeoffs 

34. 1 

54.2 

20. 1 

58. 94 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

39.3 

41.3 

2.0 

5. 09 

On loans: 

I.osses and chargeoffs 

12. 5 

13.5 

1.0 

8.00 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

329.6 

365.6 

36.0 

10. 92 

All other 

68.1 

82. 4 

14.3 

21.00 

Total 

483.6 

556.9 

73.3 

15.16 

Net income before related taxes 

1,893.9 

1, 854. 7 

-39.2 

-2. 07 

Taxes on net income; 

Federal 

637. 1 

579.7 ; 

-57.4 

-9.01 

State 

50.9 

51.4 

.5 

.98 

Total 

688.0 

631.2 

-56.8 

-8.26 

Net income before dividends 

' 1, 205. 9 

* 1,213.3 

7.4 

0.61 

Gash dividends declared: 

On common stock 

547. 1 

591. 5 

44.4 

8. 12 

On preferred stock 

1. 1 

1.3 

.2 

18.18 

Total 

548.2 , 

592. 8 

44. 6 

8. 14 

Memoranda items: 

Recoveries credited to valuation reserves (not included in recoveries 
above): 

On securities 

5.3 

2.6 

-2.7 

-50. 94 

On loans 

60.4 

106.0 

45.6 

75. 50 

Losses charged to valuation reserves (not included on losses above) : 
On securities 

11.9 

32.3 

20.4 

171.43 

On loa:is 

177.7 

225.9 

48.2 

27. 12 

Stock dividends (increases in capital) 

126.3 

153. 5 

27.2 

21.54 

Ratios: 

Current operating expenses to current operating revenue 

Net income before dividends to capital accounts 

Cash dividends to capital stock 

Cash dividends to capital accounts 

Percent 

71.60 

9. 20 
14.11 

4. 18 

Percent 

72.47 
8.49 
14. 24 
4.15 


Change 

+0. 87 
-.71 
+ .13 
-.03 


1 Number of banks, as of end of year, but figures of income, 
expenses, etc., include banks which were in operation a part 
of the year but were inactive at the close of the year. 

* Figures are averages of amounts reported for the June and 


December call dates in the year indicated and the December 
call date in the previous year. 

* Exclusive of building employees. 

* This figure is after deduction of S10.2 million, interest paid 
on capital notes and debentures. 
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V. Litigation 


A. Branch Litigation 

In 13 actions brought in North Carolina, competing 
banks sought to either permanently enjoin the Comp- 
troller’s issuance of branch certificates, or to obtain 
declaratory judgment that approval and issuance of 
the branch certificate were in violation of applicable 
branching law and injunctions that prohibit operation 
of the branches. In one such case, the plaintiff bank 
brought an action against the Comptroller to have his 
approval of the branch in question declared unlawful, 
and to enjoin the Comptroller from issuing a certificate 
of authority to open the branch j and further, to enjoin 
the defendant bank from opening the branch in ques- 
tion. The plaintiff bank asserted that the new branch 
was unlawful because the defendant bank’s capital 
structure was inadequate under sections 53-62 of the 
General Statutes of North Carolina, and the Banking 
Act of 1933 as amended ( 12 U.S.C. 36(c) ) . Plaintiff 
bank also alleged that the public necessity and conveni- 
ence would not be served by the opening of a new 
branch and that the establishment of a branch of the 
defendant bank at the location in question would 
increase competition, thereby causing it to lose cus- 
tomers and business. Tlie plaintiff further contended 
that the lack of an adjudicatory hearing at the ad- 
ministrative level violated the Administrative Proce- 
dure Act 5 U.S.C. 1004. 

Plaintiff bank requested a temporary restraining 
order and a preliminary injunction. Defendant bank 
moved to dismiss for failure to state a claim upon which 
relief could be granted, on the ground that its capital 
was adequate, and for want of jurisdiction. The de- 
fendant Comptroller moved to dismiss or in the alter- 
native for summary judgment on the grounds that 
plaintiff bank lacked standing, that the Comptroller’s 
decisions and actions were lawful and proper, and that 
his discretionary acts were not subject to judicial re- 
view. Pending the district court’s decision on the 
pending motions, the Comptroller refrained from issu- 
ing a certificate of authority to open the new branch. 

Lack of adequate capitalization by the defendant 
bank, the only allegation as to violation of law made 
by the plaintiff, was remedied prior to the district 
court’s ruling when defendant bank altered its capital 
structure to meet the requirements of North Carolina 
law, even as they were interpreted by the plaintiff bank. 

On August 12, 1964, the district court, without 
having heard oral argument, granted the plaintifiTs 
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preliminary injunction and denied the defendant’s 
motion to dismi^. The court held the Comptroller’s 
approval of the branch invalid on the ground that his 
failure to grant a full adversary hearing at the adminis- 
trative level violated the hearing provisions of the Ad- 
ministrative Procedure Act. The court ruled that the 
threat of competition presented by the newly author- 
ized branch was sufficient to confer upon plaintiff bank 
standing to invoke the district court’s jurisdiction. The 
court apparently based its ruling on the belief that 
judicial review of tile Comptroller’s decision would be 
impossible without such a hearing. 

Prior to granting plaintiff bank’s motion for sum- 
mary judgment, the court, at the request of the counsel 
of the Comptroller, agreed to hear oral argument for 
the first time. In an additional brief and in oral 
argument, counsel for the Comptroller pointed out that 
if the Comptroller’s approval of the branch was re- 
viewable at all, any disputed facts could and should, 
under the Administrative Procedure Act, be deter- 
mined in an evidentiary tri^ in the district court, and 
that no adversary hearing at the administrative level 
was required to protect the plaintiff bank’s procedural 
rights. The district court, however, entered a final 
order in judgment declaring invalid the Comptroller’s 
approval of defendant bank’s branch application, and 
enjoining him from issuing a certificate of authority 
based upon that approval. From that order, notice 
of appeal was filed in the Circuit Court of Appeals, 
the Fourth Circuit in Richmond, Va., on November 6, 
1964, In the appeal, counsel for the Comptroller 
argued, first, that the Comptroller of the Cmrency 
has authority to act upon applications for the estab- 
lishment of new branches without holding an adver- 
sary hearing at the administrative level and, secondly, 
that competitive banks have no standing to challenge 
the Comptroller’s determination that a new branch 
would be in accord with the public need and con- 
venience and that his determination is at any rate 
discretionary and nonreviewable. The first ground 
for appeal was broken down into two separate points, 
the first of which was that the National Bank Act and 
the Administrative Procedure Act authorize the Comp- 
troller to pass upon branch and charter applications 
without an adversary hearing. This point was sup- 
ported by the argument that the Administrative 
Procedure Act requires adversary hearing at the ad- 
ministrative level only in cases “of adjudication re- 
quired by statute to be determined on the record after 
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opportunity Icr un agency hearing. The brief states 
that the Administrative Procedure Act does not itself 
impose any requirement for an adversary hearing be- 
fore an agency, but only specifies the procedures to be 
followed where some other statute requires such a 
hearing. 

The Comptroller’s appeal was also directed at estab- 
lishing the rule that competitive banks have no stand- 
ing to challenge the Comptroller’s determination for 
public need and convenience and that, at any rate, 
the Comptroller’s approval or disapproval of a branch 
application on the basis of public need and convenience 
is discretionary and not subject to judicial review. 
First National Bank of Smithfield, North Carolina, v. 
First National Bank of Eastern North Carolina, and 
James J. Saxon, Comptroller of the Currency of the 
United States. Civil Action No. 1460, (E.D.N.C.). 
The following cases contained some or all of the issues 
involved in the above-mentioned case. Commercial 
and Industrial Bank v, James J. Saxon, Comptroller of 
the Currency, Ciuil Action No. 723 (E.D.N.C.), Peo- 
ples Bank and Trust Co. v. James J. Saxon, et at. Civil 
Action No. 867, (E.D.N.C.), First Citizens Bank & 
Trust Co. V. James J. Saxon, et al. and First Union 
National Bank of North Carolina Intervenor, Civil 
Action No, 928 (E.D.N.C.), First Citizens Bank and 
Trust Company v. James J. Saxon, Civil Action No. 
1476, (E.D.N.C.), First National Bank of Smithfield, 
North Carolina, v. First National Bank of Eastern 
North Carolina and James J. Saxon, et at. Civil Action 
No. 1477 (E.D.N.C.), First Citizens Bank and Trust 
Company v. James /. Saxon, Civil Action No. 1589 
(E.D.N.C.), First Citizens Bank and Trust Company 
V. James J. Saxon and First Union National Bank of 
North Carolina Intervenor, Civil Action No. 1663 
(E.D.N.C.). Bank of Haw River v. James J. Saxon 
(U.S.D.C.M.D.N.C., Greensboro Div., Civil Action 
No.C-124G^65). 

The other four cases in North Carolina were mooted 
either by merger of one of the banks involved or by 
withdrawal of the application for the branch by the 
applicant bank. 

In an action in the U.S. District Court for the 
Northern District of Mississippi against the defendant 
Comptroller Saxon, a State bank sought a declaratory 
judgment that the Comptroller had no authority to 
issue a certificate of approval for a branch bank in an 
area closely adjacent to the corporate limits of the 
towm in which plaintiff bank had situated a branch 
of its own and was benefiting from branch office pro- 
tection. Plaintiff bank also sought to enjoin the 
Comptroller from permitting such a branch to conduct 


business in the county, and alleged that the Comp- 
troller’s issuance of a certificate of approval for tlie 
establishment of such a branch constituted an unlawful 
establishment of a branch bank facility. At the time 
of the litigation, plans were under consideration by 
the municipal government to annex the area in which 
the branch office of defendant national bank was go- 
ing to be located. If these plans had been consum- 
mated, they would have allowed the national bank 
to move its branch into the center of the town which 
had been inaccessible to branches of banks based else- 
where. The case is now pending while depositions 
are being taken and discovery being made. The Bank 
of Tupelo, Mississippi, v. James J. Saxon and First 
Citizens National Bank of Tupelo, Mississippi, In- 
tervenor, Civil Action No. EC 6514 (D.C.N.D. Miss. 
1965). 

The Comptroller’s issuance of a branch certificate to 
a national bank located in the State of New York 
was contested in a case where the new branch was 
located in an unincorporated area adjacent to an in- 
corporated village in which several competitive banks 
enjoyed home office protection. It was alleged by 
three of the defendant national bank’s competitors that 
the area was prohibited as a branch location of the 
defendant bank because, although such area could 
qualify for incorporation as a village under state law, 
it lacked the required characteristics of a village in the 
community sense. It was also alleged that the issu- 
ance of a branch certificate was illegal because the 
Comptroller violated his own rules and regulations in 
processing the branch application. Granting the 
Comptroller’s motion for summary judgment, the dis- 
trict court held that ( 1 ) the Comptroller had complied 
with the branch location requirements of 12 U.S.C. 
36; (2) that ex parte contacts, such as were made 
with the Comptroller were not prohibited; and (3) 
that the opening by the defendant national bank of the 
branch in question in temporary quarters did not con- 
stitute a new branch application such as might have 
required investigations by lower echelons in the Office 
of the Comptroller. The Union Savings Bank of 
Patchogue et al. v. James J. Saxon, Comptroller of the 
Currency, Civil Action No. 2445-62 (D.C.D.C. 1962) . 
The judgment in favor of the Comptroller and the de- 
fendant national bank was appealed to the Circuit 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia which 
vacated the judgment of the district court and re- 
manded the case for further proceedings. The Court 
of Appeals, which did not decide the question relating 
to the Administrative Procedures Act, held that the 
word “village” as used in New York statute law must 
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be given its natural meaning, i.e., an area possessed of 
some attributes of a community. In reaching this con- 
clusion the Court of Appeals rejected the administra- 
tive interpretation of the New York Banking Law 
made by the New York Banking Department, an inter- 
pretation which was followed by the Comptroller of 
the Currency in approving the disputed branch appli- 
cation of the defendant national bank, to the effect 
that if an unincorporated area could be incorporated, 
a branch could be located therein. The Court of Ap- 
peals held that under section 36(c) of the National 
Bank Act, the applicable branching statute under 
which the Comptroller operates it is clear that a na- 
tional bank may establish a branch only where a State 
bank branch would be authorized “by the statute law 
of the State in question by language specifically grant- 
ing such authority affirmatively and by implication or 
recognition . , The court held that the section 36 
reference to the statute law of the State refers only to 
legislative enactments, and that interpretations of those 
enactments — such as the test which was used by the 
Comptroller as well as by the New York Banking De- 
partment — were not legislation, and therefore could 
not be incorporated into the Federal law. 

The Court of Appeals held that the judgment of the 
lower court granting the motions for summary judg- 
ment were reversed, and the district court subsequently 
ordered a complete reexamination and reconsidera- 
tion on the part of all the parties concerned relative to 
the application for a new branch in the incorporated 
village area. The case is presently pending before the 
U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia. 

In another case pending in New York State, which 
involves the definition of the term “unincorporated 
village,” competitor banks alleged that the approval 
of a branch of a national bank by defendant Saxon was 
arbitrary and unlawful under the test set out in the 
Patchogue case cited above. Plaintiff bank seeks to 
preliminarily and permanently enjoin the Comptroller 
(1) from permitting defendant national bank from 
opening the branch office in question, and (2) from 
issuing any certificate of approval of said branch. Fur- 
ther, the plaintiff seeks to have withdrawn any evi- 
dence of approval by defendant Comptroller of the 
branch in question, to have a judgment entered de- 
claring Comptroller’s action in this respect to be be- 
yond the scope of his discretion and null and void. 
Oysterman^s Bank & Trust Company v. James J. 
Saxon, Civil Action No. 1717-64 (D.G.S.D., N.Y. 
1965). 

In a recent case in Michigan, plaintiff State banks 
sought to enjoin ( 1 ) the defendant bank from estab- 
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lishing a branch, and (2} the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency from approving th<i application of the defendant 
bank and issuing a certificate of approval. Further, 
the plaintiff sought a d(jclaratory judgment that the 
establishment of said branch would be in violation of 
12 U.S.C. 36 and section 34 of the Michigan Financial 
Institutions Act. Plaintiffs in this action claimed that 
the Comptroller’s approval of the proposed branch 
would be unlawful because: (1) the proposed location 
is not within a village; (2) the home office and branch 
office protection provision of the foregoing Michigan 
statute was ignored; (3) the Comptroller failed to 
make a showing of necessity as required by the fore- 
going Michigan statute; and (4) approval of the ap- 
plication without allowing plaintiffs a hearing or op- 
portunity to cross-examine applicant or offer evidence 
in protest was in contravention of the Administrative 
Procedure Act, and, furthermore, denied plaintiffs the 
procedural due process which is guaranteed by the 14th 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 
In answering the complaint, the defendant Comptrol- 
ler averred that the provisions of sections 34 of the 
Michigan Financial Institutions Act relating to the re- 
quirements of “necessity” and “prospects of successful 
operation” need not be considered by the Comptroller 
in deciding whether to authorize the branch in ques- 
tion, since these requirements of State law are not in- 
corporated into 12 U.S.C. 36(c) (2) , The Comptrol- 
ler further asserted that plaintiffs have no right to be 
free from competition merely because they are doing 
business in the area in question, and he denied the ap- 
plicability of the Administrative Procedure Act to this 
Office in relation to its function of approving applica- 
tions for branches of national banks. Security Bank 
and Wyandotte Savings Bank v. James J. Saxon and 
Manufacturers National Bank of Detroit (U.S.D.G, 
E.D. Michigan, S.D.C.A. No. 26303). 

In a case recently decided in the U.S. District Court 
in the Eastern District of Michigan, the court held that 
the Comptroller abused his discretionary power by ap- 
proving a relocation of a branch of a national bank 
vrith its home office in Detroit. The facts in this case 
were that the defendant national bank applied to the 
defendant Comptroller for permission to relocate one 
of its Dearborn branches to a site 1.7 miles away from 
its present location, but still within the city limits of 
Dearborn. The defendant bank concurrently applied 
for a new branch to be relocated, but outside of the 
city limits of Dearborn. The plaintiff bank alleged 
that the approval of the new branch was designed to 
service the customers presently doing business with the 
defendant national bank’s branch at the site in ques- 
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tion, and that the relocation of the existing bank would 
be, in fact, a new branch in a new area serving an en- 
tirely new market. The new area, 1.7 miles away, was 
not being served by the defendant national bank and 
there was no way in which it could serve such an area 
by establishing a new branch. Therefore, the plain- 
tiffs alleged that the moving of the branch facilities by 
the defendant bank was part of a total plan or subter- 
fuge to evade the language and spirit of section 36 of 
title 12 of the United States Code, as it incorporates the 
provisions of section 34 of the Financial Institutions 
Act of Michigan. Implicit in this charge was the alle- 
gation that the relocated branch would be, in fact, a 
de novo branch that would violate section 34 of the 
Michigan Financial Institutions Act. The court held 
in its oral opinion that 12 U.S.C. 36(c) incorporated 
the provisions of State law such as section 34 of the 
Michigan Financial Institutions Act which provided 
in part “that no such branch shall be established in a 
city or village in which a state or national bank or 
branch thereof is then in operation.” The court agreed 
with the plaintiff that the proposed relocation of one 
office within Dearborn and the simultaneous establish- 
ment of a new' office near the city limits outside Dear- 
born, did not constitute a bonaffde relocation, but 
Instead constituted an unlawful attempt to establish a 
new branch within the city of Dearborn. Bank of 
Dearborn v. James J. Saxon et al. Civil Action No. 23, 
628 (U.S.D.C.E.D. Mich., sec. div. F) . 

In tw'o Utah cases, it was alleged that the Comp- 
troller’s authorization of a branch in the same city in 
which the principal office of the bank is located would 
be in violation of the Utah Statute which provides, in 
part, that “. . . no branch bank shall be established in 
any city or town in w^hich is located a bank or banks 
. . In one case the district court in Utah held 
that the Comptroller violated neither Federal nor Utah 
law when he authorized a de novo branch in Logan, 
Utah of the defendant bank in 1963. The court held 
that since Utah law expressly provided for the acquisi- 
tion of in-city branches of state banks by merger, and 
that since the Comptroller, under section 36(c)(1), 
may approve in-city branches of national banks where 
there is corresponding provision for such branches of 
State banks, he may therefore approve in-city branches 
de novo. Since the plaintiff Utah State banks could 
branch by merger in their home office city, the Comp- 
troller was acting properly when authorizing a de 
novo branch in the home office city. The plaintiff 
State bank appealed this ruling, and hearings before 
the United States Circuit Court of Appeals for the 
Tenth Circuit in Denver have been tentatively set. 


Walker Bank df Trust Company v. James J. Saxon 
et al., Civil Action No. 137-63 (D.C.D. Utah 1963). 
In the second Utah case, pending in the District Court 
for the District of Columbia and essentially based on 
facts similar to those above, the district court reached 
a decision contrary to that reached in the Utah Court. 
The court held that the plaintiff State bank had 
standing to sue in this case, that the defendant Comp- 
troller’s decisions were reviewable, and that the sole 
issue in question was whether the Comptroller had the 
statutory authority to grant a certificate to the defend- 
ant national bank for the establishment of a de novo 
branch in the city of Ogden, Utah. The Washington 
court held that in order to maintain the competitive 
balance sought by Congress in enacting the McFadden 
Act of 1927 (part of w'hich is contained in 12 U.S.C. 
36(c)), national banks in Utah can open de novo 
in-city branches by merger only. Commercial Security 
Bank V. James J. Saxon, and First Security Bank of 
Utah, N.A., Intervenor, Civil Action No. 1815-63 
(D.C.D.C. 1964). 

In an Indiana action concerning the Comptroller’s 
authority to authorize branch banks, a State bank is 
seeking (1) a declaratory judgment that the issuance 
by the Comptroller of a certiffcate authorizing the 
establishment and operation by a national bank of a 
branch bank is in violation of the applicable branch- 
ing laws, and (2) to enjoin the defendant bank from 
operating the branch in question. This action also 
involves an interpretation of 12 U.S.C. 36(c) (1) con- 
cerning branching by a national bank “inside” the city 
of its home office in States where a State bank can 
have “inside” branches. Here the Comptroller argued 
in this case that certain restrictions of state law did not 
apply to national banks. The Comptroller specifically 
alleged that even if 12 U.S.C. 36(c) (2) (which deals 
with “outside” branches and incorporates location re- 
strictions of state law), were applicable to “inside” 
branches, the Indiana requirement that a new branch 
must not “jeopardize” an existing banking office is not 
the kind of location requirement that would be incor- 
porated, or that would raise questions subject to judi- 
cial review. The case is presently pending before the 
Indiana District Court. North Madision Bank v. iVa- 
tional Bank of Madison, Indiana, and James J. Saxon, 
Comptroller of the Currency Civil Action No. N.A. 
63-C-76, (D.C.S.D. Indiana 1963). 

In another Michigan case, plaintiff bank sought ( 1 ) 
a declaratory judgment that approval of the proposed 
branch would be in violation of 12 U.S.C. 36 and 
section 34 of the Michigan Financial Institutions Act, 
and (2) to enjoin the issuance of the branch certiffcate 
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and the defendant bank’s establishment of the pro- 
posed branch. Plaintiff claimed that the Comptroller’s 
approval of the proposed branch would be unlawful 
because: (1) the proposed location was not within 
an incorporated village ; (2) the head office and branch 
protection provision of the Michigan Statute was 
ignored; (3) the Comptroller failed to make a showing 
of necessity; and (4) approval of the application with- 
out allowing plaintiff or formal hearing was in con- 
travention of the Administrative Procedure Act. The 
Comptroller’s answer stated that the proposed location 
had the indicia of a village and that no other branches 
were located in the same village. With regard to the 
formal hearing demand, the Office position — ^as set 
forth in the Smithfield case — was repeated. (In two 
recent cases, the United States District Court in 
Michigan took the position that no formal record is 
necessary for judicial review of Comptroller cases.) 
The Southern Michigan National Bank of Coldwater 
v. James J. Saxon and First National Bank of Quincy, 
Civil Action No. 4948 (D.C.W.D. Mich., Southern 
Division) . 

After granting a partial summary judgment on 
motion by the defendant Comptroller of the 
Currency — that the defendant is not required to hold 
a hearing prior to granting approval for the establish- 
ment of a branch of a national bank, and that the de- 
fendant is not bound by State statutory requirements 
to the necessity or prospect for a successful operation 
of a branch bank — the U.S. District Court for the 
Eastern District of Michigan, Southern Division, held 
that the Comptroller of the Currency had acted arbi- 
trarily under applicable law in approving the branch 
in question. The basis for the court’s decision was a 
detailed analysis of the factual situation as it existed 
in the unincorporated area in which the branch was 
located, considering aspects of population, housing, 
business, and geographical distribution, as well as 
other factors encompassing the indicia of a commu- 
nity. In reaching its conclusion, the court felt that the 
Comptroller’s decision to approve the establishment of 
the disputed branch bank was not supported by com- 
petent, substantial evidence, that it must have been 
based upon misplaced confidence in information sup- 
plied by the defendant bank, and that the decision was 
therefore arbitrary, capricious, and an abuse of dis- 
cretion under the applicable law since it disregarded 
the factual situation. Peoples Bank — T renton, et al. v. 
James J. Saxon and Manufacturers National Bank 
of Detroit, Civil Action Nos. 26166, 26167, 

(U.S.D.C.E.D., Michigan, 1965). 

In a recent case involving the Fort Knox National 
Bank at Fort Knox, Ky., the major issue in question 
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was whether a military reservation is considered to be 
a part of the State of Kentucky for the purposes of 
12 U.S.C. 36(c). Fort Knox itself was ceded to the 
United States by the State of Kentucky and became a 
Federal enclave. After the Fort Knox National Bank 
was chartered, it did business until recently only within 
the U.S. military resen^^ation. An application for a 
branch of Fort Knox National Bank to be located in 
Hardin County, Ky., in the town of Radcliff, was ap- 
proved by this Office. This approval immediately met 
opposition from competing banks in the State. The 
principal ailment against the proposed branch was 
that since Fort Knox National Bank was not subject 
to that State’s jurisdiction, it was not legally within 
the State and could not therefore legally branch into 
the state. The position of this Office is that the main 
office of the Fort Knox National Bank is geographically 
located within the boundary lines of Hardin County, 
Ky., and that the bank can, therefore, branch any- 
where within the county, limited only by 12 U.S.C. 36 
and applicable state law as it is therein incorporated. 
The Comptroller has moved to intervene in this case 
because of the unusual and important issue involved. 
First Hardin National Bank and The Farmers Bank 
of Vino Grove, Kentucky v. Fort Knox National Bank 
(U.S.D.C., W.D. Kentucky, C.A. No. 5046.) 

In a recent case involving a branch office of a na- 
tional bank in New Jersey, the plaintiff State bank 
sought to have the authorization certificate of the 
branch in question declared to have been issued in con- 
travention of law, and thus null and void. It alleged 
that the Comptroller “erroneously” authorized a na- 
tional bank to open a new branch, since at that time 
an application by a State bank was pending before the 
New Jersey Commissioner of Banking and Insurance 
for permission to establish a branch banking office in 
the same area applied for by the national bank in 
qu^tion. The State bank alleged that the Comptroller, 
in granting the national bank the authority to open a 
new branch, violated 12 U.S.C. 36(c). Plaintiff 
further alleged that the ex parte contacts made with 
the Comptroller’s Office by the national bank in ques- 
tion constituted a denial of basic administrative fair- 
ne^ to the plaintiff, in violation of the due process 
clause of the U.S. Constitution and sections 5, 8, and 
10 of the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C., sec- 
tions 1004, 1007, and 1009. The plaintiff further 
alleged that the Comptroller’s regulations, contained 
in 12 CFR section 4 relevant to the processing of a 
branch application, are invalid under section 3 of the 
Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. sec. 1002). 
Plaintiff also claimed that defendant’s actions in allow- 
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ing the defendant national bank to establish a branch 
bank in the area in question not only denied the plain- 
tiff the right to establish a branch there, but also sub- 
jected the plaintiff to unlawful competition. The 
position of this Office in relation to the plaintiff bank’s 
arguments concerning the Administrative Procedure 
Act are set out in the summary in the Smithfield 
Branch case, supra. The Bank of Sussex County v. 
James ]. Saxon (U.S.D.G., D.N.J. G.A. No. 568-65.) 

The First National Bank of Valdosta, Valdosta, Ga., 
received permission from the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency to construct a drive-in facility 281 feet from its 
main banking office. After careful consideration, the 
Comptroller determined that the facility would not 
constitute a branch under 12 U.S.C. 36(c) , but would 
be a complementary part of the main banking house, 
not requiring the issuance of a branch certificate. On 
March 11, 1964, W. M. Jackson, superintendent of 
banks. State of Georgia, filed a removal petition in the 
State court and the case was removed to U.S. District 
Court for the Middle District of Georgia. Prior to 
reaching a decision as to whether the facility was a 
separate branch or an extension of existing facilities, 
the court removed the restraining order against opera- 
tion of the facility on the grounds that the superin- 
tendent did not have standing to bring the suit. This 
decision is now on appeal before the Fifth Circuit 
Court of Appeals. The Independent Bankers Asso- 
ciation has filed a brief in this case as amicus curiae. 
W . M. Jackson, Superintendent of Banks of the State 
of Georgia v. First National Bank of Valdosta 
(U.S.D.C. M.D. Ga., Civil Action No. 647). 

In a similar case in the State of Washington, a cor- 
poration formed by State banks sought a preliminary 
injunction against a national bank from opening a 
facility some 100 feet away from its branch office in 
accordance with the approval of the Comptroller of 
the Currency. The injunction was granted, pending 
hearing on the case’s merits; the State supervisor of 
banking later intervened under the permissive inter- 
vention rule. The issue in question is whether the 
facility is or is not a branch. State Chartered Banks 
et al. v. Peoples National Bank et al. 

B. Conversion Litigation 

In an action pending in the U.S. District Court for 
the District of New Hampshire, three national banks 
located in Manchester, New Hampshire, filed a suit 
challenging the legality of the conversion of the 
Manchester Morris Plan Bank into a national bank. 
The plaintiffs seek (1) a declaratory judgment that 
the Comptroller’s approval of the conversion was 


illegal, and (2) an injunction prohibiting the issuance 
of a conversion certificate. In support of their posi- 
tion, plaintiffs argued that ( 1 ) the Manchester Morris 
Plan Bank is not a “bank” within the meaning of the 
laws of the State of New Hampshire, or within the 
meaning of national laws; (2) The Manchester Mor- 
ris Plan Bank is an affiliate of the Indianhead National 
Bank of Nashua or New Hampshire Bank Shares, Inc., 
and thus would be a branch bank or an affiliate of In- 
dianhead National Bank of Nashua or New Hampshire 
Bank Shares, Inc., a relationship prohibited by State 
law. The Comptroller maintains that the New 
Hampshire statute which permits State banks to be 
converted to national banks applies to a bank incor- 
porated under State law, or pursuant to an act of the 
State legislature, as is the case of the Manchester Mor- 
ris Plan Bank. He further argues that the nature of 
the Manchester Morris Plan Bank is shown by the 
fact that it accepts deposits, makes loans, and has other 
indicia of a bank. He also maintains that neither the 
Indianhead National Bank of Nashua nor New Hamp- 
shire Bank Shares, Inc., own any shares of Manchester 
Morris Plan Bank. Finally, if the Manchester Morris 
Plan Bank is converted into a national bank, the 
Comptroller argues that it will be a unit bank and not 
a branch of the Indianhead National or New Hamp- 
shire Bank Shares, Inc. Whether the Manchester 
Morris Plan Bank is a bank subject to conversion under 
New Hampshire law is being determined by a State 
proceeding in a companion case. This determination 
will be dispositive of one of the main issues in the 
Federal case. Amoskeag National Bank et al. 
(U.S.D.C.N.H.} C.A. No. 2495. 

C. New Bank Charter Litigation 

One of the principals in a recently organized State 
bank in Nebraska filed an action against the Comp- 
troller, the Omaha National Bank, and a proposed new 
national bank called the Indian Hills National Bank, 
challenging the legality of the chartering of the pro- 
posed bank. Plaintiff sought a declaratory judgment 
that the Comptroller’s approval of the application to 
charter the proposed bank would be, in actuality, a 
branch of the Omaha National Bank, and therefore a 
violation of 12 U.S.C. 36. Plaintiff pointed to the 
ownership of the proposed bank by shareholders of the 
Omaha National Bank, contending that the proposed 
bank would not be a separate banking entity as pur- 
ported, but would be in fact a branch of the Omaha 
National Bank, and as such, prohibited by Nebraska 
banking law. The plaintiff also alleged that the Ad- 
ministrative Procedure Act was violated because of the 
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Comptroller’s failure to grant a full adversary hearing. 
The permission to charter the bank (which the plain- 
tiff held would in effect authorize a branch of the 
Omaha National Bank) would be an additional viola- 
tion of the Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 
1009), because it would be arbitrary, capricious, and 
an abuse of discretion on the part of the Comptroller. 
The U.S, District Court for the District of Nebraska, 
in denying the plaintifTs motion for a preliminary in- 
junction to prevent the Comptroller from issuing the 
new charter, did not subscribe to the theory that the 
Administrative Procedure Act required the Comptrol- 
ler of the Currency to have a formal hearing before 
approving a national bank charter. The court held 
that the Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C., sec- 
tion 1004), provides for a hearing “in every case of 
adjudication required by statute to be determined on 
the record after opportunity for an agency hearing,” 
but that, since there is no provision in the National 
Bank Act, 12 U.S.C. 1 et seq. for such a hearing, none is 
required. The court went further, in finding that 12 
U.S.C., section 27, provides that a certificate for a new 
bank charter shall be issued in the following manner: 

If, upon careful examination of the facts so re- 
ported, and of any other facts which may come 
to the knowledge of the Comptroller, whether by 
means of a special commission appointed by him 
for the purpose of inquiring into the condition of 
such association, or otherwise, it appears that such 
association is lawfully entitled . . . 

The court stated that not only does the quoted stat- 
ute not require a hearing, but also that it negates the 
necessity for a hearing by providing other possibilities 
for reaching a decision. 

However, the court held that if the proposed bank 
would in reality be a branch of the Omaha National 
Bank, the State bank would thereby suffer a legal 
wrong because of the Comptroller’s action. Section 
5 U.S.C. 1009(a) provides that “any person suffering 
legal wrong because of any agency action, or adversely 
affected or aggrieved by such action within the mean- 
ing of any relevant statute, shall be entitled to judicial 
review thereof.” Therefore, the court held that the 
Administrative Procedure Act provides for a judicial 
review of the action taken by the Comptroller. It felt 
that once the plaintiff has alleged a legal wrong, it was 
the court’s duty to review the decision upon petition of 
the plaintiff, and to “hold unlawful and set aside, any 
agency action, findings, and conclusions found to be 
(1) arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or 
otherwise not in accordance with law.” The case has 
not yet been heard on its merits. 5 U.S.C. 1009(E) 
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(B) (1). William R. Farris v. Indian Hills National 
Bank et al. and James J. Saxon (D.C. Neb.) Civil Ac- 
tion No. 02146, 1964. 

In a new-bank-charter case in Missouri in which the 
charter had already been issued, the plaintiff banks 
challenged the legality, under the Administrative Pro- 
cedure Act and the fifth amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States, of a charter granted to the 
defendant bank. The issue is whether the Comptrol- 
ler is required to hold a formal hearing under the Ad- 
ministrative Procedure Act and the due process provi- 
sion of the U.S. Constitution in a case where a com- 
petitor bank opposes the approval of a new national 
bank. A complete discussion of the position of this 
Office on the hearing issue is presented in the com- 
ments on the Smitkfield branch case. Citizens Na- 
tional Bank of Maplewood et al. v. James J. Saxon 
and West Side National Bank (U.S.D.C.E.D. Mo. 
Civil Action No. 65 C 32 CD). 

D. Merger Litigation 

In a recent case brought by the Justice Department 
to enjoin the merger of the Mercantile Trust Co. Na- 
tional Association, St. Louis, Mo., and the Security 
Trust Co., St. Louis, Mo. (which merger was approved 
by the Comptroller pursuant to the provisions of the 
Bank Merger Act of 1960 [12 U.S.C. 1828(c)]), the 
Department of Justice alleged a violation of section 1 
of the Sherman Act ( 15 U.S.C. 1 ) and section 7 of the 
Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 18). 

In its complaint, filed on July 7, 1965, the Justice 
Department sought ( 1 ) preliminary and permanent in- 
junctions preventing the banks from carrying out the 
agreement of merger, and (2) in the event that the 
merger does take place, relief under section 1 of the 
Sherman Act and section 7 of the Clayton Act, which 
would require the resulting bank to divest itself of all 
stock, assets, and other properties of the bank to be 
merged, i.e., Security Trust Co. 

The Comptroller, to present his views on the merger 
relative to the alleged violation of the antitrust laws, 
moved to intervene as a party defendant in opposition 
to the Department of Ju-stice. Acting on his own be- 
half, the Comptroller sought, and was granted, leave 
to intervene because of his continuing interest in 
maintaining the efficacy of the National Banking Sys- 
tem in general and the merged Mercantile Trust Co. 
National Association in particular, and also because 
it was felt that the intemst of the National Banking 
System and the public at large would be more ade- 
quately protected by the Comptroller’s expertise in 
the area of bank mergers. 
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For the purpose of deciding the motion for pre- 
liminary injunction, the court assumed, without de- 
ciding, that it had jurisdiction. Addressing itself to 
the major factual question at issue— the relevant geo- 
graphic market to be considered — the court found 
that area to be not the city of St. Louis, as contended 
by the Department of Justice, but the entire metropoli- 
tan area of St. Louis. Therefore, in the relevant 
market area as determined by the court for the pur- 
poses of the motion, the resulting bank would have 
slightly over 20 percent of the deposits and loans of 
all the banks therein. These percentages are sub- 
stantially less than the percentages considered in 
United States v. Philadelphia National Bank, 374 U.S. 
321 (1963) and United States v. First National Bank 
and Trust Co. of Lexington^ 376 U.S. 665 (1964). 
The court therefore held that, after considering all 
of the facts and circumstances in evidence, the plain- 
tiff had failed to sustain its burden of proof that there 
was a probable violation of the Sherman or Clayton 
Antitrust Acts. After the injunction was denied, the 
banks merged and the parties stipulated that a trial 
date would be set at a future time. United States v. 
Mercantile Trust Company National Association and 
Security Trust Company and Comptroller of the Cur^ 
rency^ James J. Saxon, [U.S.D.C. E.D. Mo.] Civil Ac- 
tion No. 65 C-241(l). 

In another action involving a merger approved by 
the Comptroller of the Currency, the United States v. 
Crocker-Anglo National Bank, Citizens National Bank 
andTransamerica Corporation, Civil Action No. 41808 
(D.C.N.D. Cal. 1963),, the Justice Department con- 
tended that the merger violated both the Sherman and 
Clayton Antitrust Acts by lessening competition and 
tending toward monopoly. After a finding denying the 
Government’s motion for a preliminary injunction, the 
case was brought to trial. The court is presently con- 
sidering the evidence adduced at trial, and briefs will 
be submitted in the near future. This case is described 
in detail at page 48 of the 1963 Annual Report of the 
Comptroller. 

In still another merger case in which the Justice 
Department alleged a possible violation of section 1 
of the Sherman Act and section 7 of the Clayton Act, 
the U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Ten- 
nessee denied a motion to enjoin the merger. At that 
time, the court stated that it had — 

been presented with no facts to indicate any bad 
faith on the part of the parties concerned with 
the merger and no facts from which to conclude 
that they had entered into an unlawful combina- 
tion or agreement. On the contrary^, the natural 
and reasonable inference is that a mei^er pre- 


sented itself as a logical alternative to the ex- 
penditure of large sums of money to improve the 
facilities and services of the [State bank] Trust Co. 
and to place it in a position to compete successfully 
in a market which the evidence shows to be one 
of the most fiercely competitive in the United 
States. 

The case is now in the stage of discovery proceedings, 
and trial date has not yet been set. United States v. 
Third National Bank of Nashville et ai. Civil Action 
No. 3849 (D.C.M.D. Tenn. 1964) . 

The only other merger case still pending that in- 
volves final approval by the Comptroller is one ap- 
proved by Comptroller Ray M. Gidney, United States 
V. Continental Illinois National Bank and Trust Com- 
pany of Chicago et ah, Civil Action No. 61 C1441 
(D.C.N.D., Ill, 1964). The merger has been con- 
summated with the case presently awaiting trial, the 
court having denied the Government’s motion for a 
preliminary injunction. There has been no change in 
the status of this case since the publication of the 1962 
Annual Report. 

E. Conservatorship Litigation 

A lawsuit presently before the U.S. District Court 
in the Northern District of Oklahoma was brought 
after a national bank in Oklahoma was placed in 
conservatorship in 1963 by the Comptroller. Follow- 
ing the termination of the conservatorship and the 
transfer of the old bank’s assets and liabilities to a 
new national bank, a complaint was filed by an or- 
ganizer, director, and stockholder of the old national 
bank. The relief sought includes a rescission of all the 
documents evidencing the sale of assets to and the 
assumption of liabilities by the new bank, the pay- 
ment of damages by the defendant conservator and 
the new national bank, and the appointment of a re- 
ceiver to take charge of the operations in the new bank 
for the preservation of the assets of the old bank. The 
plaintiff’s motion for a summary judgment has been 
recently denied and the case is now awaiting trial. S. 
Paul Hazen v. Southern Hills National Bank of Tulsa 
and William H. Greenfield, Conservator of Southern 
Hills National Bank, Civil Action No. 5842 (D.C.N.D., 
Okla. 1963). A detailed discussion of this case ap- 
pears in the 1963 Annual Report of the Comptroller 
of the Currency. 

Another case arising from the placing of a national 
bank in conservatorship in 1962 was discussed on pages 
16, 18, and 19 of the 1962 Annual Report of the 
Comptroller of the Currency, and page 54 of the 1963 
Annual Report. The Third Circuit Court of Appeals 
has reversed and remanded the case to the District 
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Court of the Middle District of Pennsylvania on the 
ground that the action of the Comptroller in terminat- 
ing the conservatorship and waiving the shareholder 
meeting (required by 12 U.S.C. 181) was reviewable. 
The Comptroller acted under section 181 of 12 U.S.C., 
which provides that any liquidation of a national 
banking association that “is to be effected in whole or 
in part through the sale of any of its assets to and the 
assumption of its deposit liabilities by another bank, 
the purchase and sale agreement must also be ap- 
proved by its shareholders owning two-thirds of its 
stock unless an emergency exists and the Comptroller 
of the Currency specifically waives such requirement 


for shareholder approval/’ The court held that to 
construe the statute as entrusting to the Comptroller 
a nonreviewable discretion in this area would have the 
effect of decreasing the safeguards available to share- 
holders under preexisting law, which in this case would 
be approval by vote of two-thirds of the outetanding 
stock. The only issue where the District Court’s 
decision was reversed concerned the reviewability of 
the Comptroller’s action under 12 U.S.C. 181, while 
all the other issues, such as the decision of the board of 
directors to sell the assets, were resolved in favor of the 
Comptrollers position. Minichello et al. v. Saxon et ah 
337 F. 2d 75 (1964). 


VI. Fiduciary Activities of National Banks 


During 1964, the major efforts of the Comptroller’s 
Office relating to the fiduciary activities of national 
banks were directed to the improvement of the ex- 
amination process, and to the adaptation of regulation 
9 to evolving developments in the corporate fiduciary 
industry. 

In February, a conference was held in Washington 
for all representatives in trusts from the 14 national 
bank regions. This conference had three objectives: 
To resolve specific examination difficulties; to improve 
procedures generally; and to standardize examination 
techniques in all regions. Significant progress was 
made in all of these areas. Another meeting of exam- 
iners was held in November at the occasion of the 
Mid-Continent Trust Conference of the American 
Bankers Association in Chicago. Special attention was 
given at that time to the effectiveness of examination 
procedures, with emphasis upon possible modifications 
which might be necessitated by automation. Study is 
still being given to these matters. In September, the 
second school for trust examiners was held in Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

In February, a favorable tax ruling was obtained 


from the Internal Revenue Service concerning the col- 
lective investment of moneys of certain managing 
agency accounts. Minor corresponding changes were 
made in regulation 9 at that time. During the course 
of the year, a number of rulings were issued pertaining 
to the exercise of fiduciary powers by national banks. 
These included rulings concerning proper expenses 
chargeable to collective investment funds, successor 
fiduciary accounts, organization of trust departments, 
verification of trust department assets, real estate mort- 
gage investments in collective investment funds, and 
investments of fiduciary funds in variable amount 
notes. 

The June 1965 issue of the National Banking Re- 
view contained an article entitled “Bank Trust In- 
vestments in 1964.” This article was based upon an- 
nual reports of trust departments of national banks, 
which for the first time reflected market value figures 
of fiduciary assets, and material gleaned from annual 
reports of collective investment funds filed with the 
Office pursuant to regulation 9. Tables B-21 and 
B-22 contain data on bank trust assete and income, and 
common trust funds. 


VII. International Banking and Finance 


National banks expanded the scope and volume of 
their international activities at an impressive rate dur- 
ing 1964. The overseas branches, foreign financing 
and banking affiliates, and international banking de- 
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During tjie year, tlie number of national bank for- 
eign branches increased from 123 to 139, and their total 
resources increased from $2.6 billion as of December 
20, 1963, to $3.3 billion on December 31, 1964. This 
27-percent increase in foreign branch assets of national 
banks exceeded considerably the growth rate of com- 
mercial banks generally in the United States. 

London accounted for over 50 percent of the 1964 
growth in overseas branch resources. At the end of 
1964, the London branches held in excess of 30 percent 
of the total foreign branch assets of national banks. 
Tables B-29, 6-30^ and B-31 show the location and 
consolidated statement of assets and liabilities of for- 
eign branches. 

The foreign banking and financing affiliates of na- 
tional banks also increased their activities during 1964. 
At the end of the year, 13 national banks had direct 
investments in 18 subsidiaries engaged in international 
banking and finance. The combined assets of these 
corporations exceeded $750 million, and their capital 
funds exceeded $100 million. 

Four national banks operate subsidiary banks in New 
York City. These subsidiary banks specialize in in- 
ternational or foreign banking. Another national 
bank has a subsidiary banking corporation that main- 
tains a branch in Hong Kong. 

The foreign banking and financing affiliates of na- 
tional banks have made equity investments in excess 
of $35 million in industrial and financial institutions 
operating throughout the free world. Commercial 
banking or trust company affiliates of national banks 
operate in the following countries: Aigentina, Ba- 
hamas, Cameroon, Canada, Central African Republic, 
Chad, Congo Republic, Dahomey, France, Gabon, 
Iran, Islamic Republic of Mauritania, Italy, Ivory 
Coast, Liberia, Libya, Mali, Netherlands, Niger, Ni- 
geria, Senegal, South Africa, Spain, Togo, Turkey, and 
Upper Volta. 

In addition, development banks and other financial 
affiliates of national banks operate in Argentina, Aus- 
tralia, Bahamas, Colombia, England, France, Ger- 
many, Greece, India, Luxemburg, Malaysia, Nigeria, 
Pakistan, Philippines, South Africa, Spain, and Switz- 
erland. 

The increased importance, both to the banks and 
the public, of the international activities of national 
banks called for improved supervision. An Inter- 
national Operations Division, headed by the Deputy 
Comptroller of the Currency for International Bank- 
ing and Finance, was established in 1964 to supervise 
more efficiently the international activities of national 
banks. The Department of Banking and Economic 


Research is also increasing its research activities in the 
international sphere. 

National Bank Examiners in the International 
Operations Division are receiving specialized training 
in foreign languages as well as in international banking 
and finance. Pilot examinations of selected branches 
were conducted in Latin America early in 1965. Based 
on the procedures and techniques developed in the 
pilot examinations, regular overseas examinations will 
be conducted in the future. 

The International Operations Regulation (12 CFR 
20) became effective September 7, 1964, and has 
proven to be an additional and effective tool in the 
supervision of the international activities of national 
banks. That regulation requires prior notification of 
the intention: to establish foreign branches; to acquire 
a controlling interest in an Edge Act corporation, an 
agreement corporation, or a foreign bank; to establish 
branches of controlled banks or corporations and to 
acquire indirect control of foreign banks or corpora- 
tions. National banks also report within 30 days of 
the consummation of other transactions such as the 
acquisition of less-than-control of a foreign bank. 

The transfer from the Federal Reserve Board to the 
Comptroller of the Currency of the authority to charter 
foreign branches would increase the efficiency of the 
supervision of the international activities of national 
banks. Although the Comptroller of the Currency 
has the responsibility for the supervision of all 
activities — domestic and foreign — of national banks, 
the chartering power for foreign (but not domestic) 
branches of national banks is exercised by the Federal 
Reserve Board. Appropriate legislation transferring 
this chartering authority to the Comptroller is under 
consideration by the 89th Congress. 

During the past year, and for the first time in the 
history of the Office, the Comptroller traveled exten- 
sively to assess and survey American and foreign 
banking overseas. In September 1964, the Comp- 
troller was a special adviser to the Secretary of the 
Treasury at the International Monetary Fund and 
International Bank for Reconstruction & Development 
meetings in Tokyo. Following the completion of these 
meetings, he visited with American branches and local 
banks in Japan, Hong Kong, and the Philippines. In 
November, the Comptroller traveled to France, Spain, 
Italy, Turkey, Greece, Egypt, England, Sweden, Den- 
mark, Germany, and The Netherlands to confer with 
local government officials and the heads of local and 
American banks operating in those countries. 

To further the exchange of banking information and 
supervisory techniques and experiences, the Comptrol- 
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ler provides orientation and training programs for for- 
eign bankers and bank supervisors. These programs 
range in duration from a day to more than a month. 
During the past year, teams from France, India, In- 
donesia, Iraq, Japan, Korea, Philippines, Turkey, and 
Yugoslavia visited and trained at the Washington and 
field offices. Other foreign bankers and officials have 
also expressed considerable interest in the progress of 
the National Banking System and its supervision. 
These officials have received copies of our manuals 
and publications. 

In 1964, the Comptroller of the Currency was re- 
quested by the National Bank of Vietnam and the 
Agency for International Development, Department of 
State, to furnish training assistance for the National 


Bank of Vietnam. The Director of the International 
Operations Division and a national bank examiner 
participated in this program in Saigon. They trained 
Vietnamese bank examiners and served as advisers to 
the Central Bank in the implementation of Vietnam’s 
recently enacted banking legislation. 

As requested by the President in his 1965 Balance 
of Payments message, the Comptroller of the Currency 
is participating in the supervision of the voluntary for- 
eign credit restraint program. National bank examin- 
ers, in connection with tlie regular examinations of the 
international activities of national banks, are apprais- 
ing and reporting on the effectiveness of the program. 
However, since the program is voluntary, the examiners 
do not enforce the credit restraint guidelines. 


VIII. Management Improvement 


Increased Washington-Region communication at 
the highest levels has succeeded in establishing a com- 
mon concern for efficiency. Regional visits by high- 
echelon members of the Washington staff, including 
Deputy Comptrollers, economists, and attorneys, as 
well as Regional Comptrollers’ Conferences, have been 
successful in bringing about this desired objective. 

The following are examples of important manage- 
ment improvements effected during the year : 

The training and planning stages of the installation 
of automatic data processing have borne fruit in the 
completion of the payment-of-travel-vouchers phase. 
In addition, this Office has nearly completed the as- 
sumption of its own checkwriting function. The ADP 
equipment is already programmed to produce several 
expense reports, and completion of this phase is ap- 
proaching rapidly. The ADP system has already al- 
lowed substantial annual savings. 

A continuing policy of decentralization of duties, 
where economy or effectiveness warrants, has found 
expression in several actions through the last year. The 
14 Regional Comptrollers have been given additional 
discretionary functions formerly reserved to the Wash- 
ington Office. Attorneys have been assigned to several 
Regional headquarters, allowing more frequent and 
more immediate transmission of Office opinion to 
bankers and other interested parties. The Regional 
Offices have also assumed the responsibility for exam- 
ining travel vouchers and for reviewing certain aspects 
of bank examination reports. These two activities were 
removed from Washington at a great saving in time 
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and dollars. Further, the performance of these func- 
tions was greatly improved by their allocation to points 
closer to the traveling force and to bankers. New 
travel regulations were promulgated to provide more 
equitable reimbursement to the force. This policy of 
decentralization has also yielded considerable savings. 

The Office conducted a 1-week program where Re- 
gional personnel were instructed in the performance 
of their new duties. An illuminating side effect of 
this school was the discussion of common problems by 
Washington and Regional personnel. Intra-Office 
communication was greatly advanced. 

The new Report of Examination, which was intro- 
duced in the latter part of 1964, provides a more effi- 
cient device for obtaining data for supervisory and 
statistical purposes. 

Several instances of continuing management im- 
provements were instituted during 1965, for example: 
The development of new comprehensive records re- 
tention and disposition schedules and of a new filing 
categories system is substantially complete. Substan- 
tial savings are expected from this program through the 
elimination of duplication and accumulated records 
materials. 

A new division of personnel planning and develop- 
ment was inaugurated to enable management to iden- 
tify at an early stage men of exceptional talent capable 
of advancement to higher positions in the Office. The 
program consists of manpower inventory and projec- 
tion of manpower needs. One substantial improve- 
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^nent alreach- rcaij/cd a '.ev- merit proiiiotlon plan, 
'rhroiigh regular, objective exalaations of each em- 
ployee. the Office seeks to establisli avenues of employee 
growth. Every qualified employee is assured of 
substantial incentives and rewards for notable per- 
formance. 

Regional schools for examiners designed to give in- 
struction in the techniques of e.\arnining bank-oper- 


ated automatic data processing were started in 1964-3 
and are held on a continuing basis as part of the 
Office’s training program. These schools were for- 
merly held in Washington, but have been decentralized 
to the regions. This decentralization has resulted in 
smaller classes, with a concomitant increase in student 
participation and benefit together with a significant per 
capita cost reduction. 


Regional Organization 


Region 

Regional comptroller 

Headquarters 

States 

\ 

Elmer J. Peterman. . 

Boston, Mass 

Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hamp- 
shire, Rhode Island, Vermont. 

i 

Charles M. Van Horn 

New York, N.Y 

New Jersey, New York. 

3 

Marshall Abrahamson 

Philadelphia, Pa 

Pennsylvania. 

4 

Frank H. Ellis 

Cleveland, Ohio 

Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio. 

5 

Paul E. Lackland 

Richmond, Va 

Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, North 
Carolina, Virginia, West Virginia. 

6 

Donald B. Smith .... . . 

Atlanta, Ga 

Florida, Georgia, South Carolina. 

7 

Joseph G. Lutz 

Chicago, III 

Illinois, Michigan. 

8 

WfilUam A. Robson , . ... 

Memphis, Tenn 

Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Ten- 
nessee. 

9 

Douglas T. Bushman 

Minneafx>lis, Minn 

Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Wis- 
consin. 

10 

Paul L. Ross. . , 

Kansas City, Mo 

Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska. 

11 

Norman R. Dunn 

Dallas, Tex 

Oklahoma, Texas. 

12 

lohn R. Thomas 

Denver, Colo 

Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, Wyoming. 

13 

"Kenneth W. I.eaf. 

Portland, Oreg 

Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington. 

14 

Arnold E. Larsen 

San Francisco, Calif 

California, Hawaii, Nevada. 
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COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 

Chart of Organization 
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COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY JAMES J. SAXON 

First Deputy Comptroller William B. Camp 

Administrative Assistant to the Comptroller Anthony G. Chase 

Deputy Comptroller for Bank Supervision and Examination Justin T. Watson 

Deputy Comptroller for New Charters Thomas G. DeShazo 

Deputy Comptroller for Trusts Dean E. Miller 

Deputy Comptroller for Mergers and Branches Richard J. Blanchard 

Deputy Comptroller of Domestic Bank Operations R. Coleman Egertson 

Deputy Comptroller for International Banking and Finance E. Radcliffe Park 

Director, International Operations Walloce R. Anker 

Director, Department of Banking and Economic Research Victor Abramson 

Chief Counsel Robert Bloom 

Associate Chief Counsel Roman J. Gerber 

Associate Chief Counsel Charles E. McEnerney 

Associate Chief Counsel Ernest Ginsberg 

Assistant to the Director of the FDIC (Comptroller of the Currency) Albert J. Faulstich 

Director, Bank Organization Division T. M. Brezinski 

Chief Representative in Trusts P. P. Kellogg 

Assistant Chief Representative in Trusts R. P. St. Pierre 

Special Assistant to the Comptroller (Public Affairs) W. Robert Grubb 

Special Assistant to the Comptroller E. E. Cox 

Special Assistant to the Comptroller John D. Gwin 
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IX. Income and Expenses of the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency 


This report covers my third full year as Comptroller 
of the Currency and the third consecutive year in 
which income of this Office has exceeded our expenses. 
This is in sharp contrast with the unfavorable 1957-61 
trend of substantial equity erosion. 

In 1963, the accounting system of this Office was 
modernized. A modified accrual system, in conform- 
ity with generally accepted accounting principles, was 
established. The move from a cash basis to our pres- 
ent accrual method required that we adjust the pre- 
1963 Hnancial statements for comparison purposes. 

A. Income for 1964 

Total income for 1964 was up $1,056,041 over 1963, 
an increase of 6.3 percent. The major portion of this 
increase is attributable to Assessment and Trust Exam- 
ination income. 

Assessment income rose $955,138, or 6.7 percent, 
during 1964, reflecting an increase in the number of 
national banks and substantial growth of assets in those 
banks previously in the national system. Trust de- 
partments under the supervision of this Office similarly 
experienced an appreciable expansion. This growth, 
coupled with the considerably increased number of 
trust departments examined in 1964, resulted in addi- 
tional revenue from this source of $119,556, or 11.1 
percent. Funds derived from application and inves- 
tigation fees reflected only a moderate gain. 

Income from investments for 1964 was up 21.9 
percent to a new high of $430,567. This increase was 
due principally to a full realization of prior improve- 
ments made in the management of our investment 
portfolio. Average cash balances w'ere substantially 
reduced at that time and maturities scheduled in such 
a manner as to maximize the amount of our return. 

B. Expenses for 1964 

Total expenditures for 1964 show only a moderate 
rise of $364,799, 2.3 percent over 1963. This modest 
increase vividly illustrates the policy of this Office to 
incur additional expenses only when the value to be 
derived therefrom is clearly in the interest of a better 
National Banking System. 

Salaries and related expenses comprise the major 
category of increase in expenses over last year. This 
growth represents chiefly the implementation of that 
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part of the congressional pay raise granted in 1962 
which became effective early in 1964 and the addi- 
tional pay raise granted by Congress during this past 
year. 

The total number of employees in this Office de- 
clined from 1,538 to 1,531 despite additions to the 
Law Department, the Banking and Economic Re- 
search Department, and the increased number of 
lawyers hired for our trust examination staff. In this 
era of increasingly complex banking practices, this Of- 
fice is successfully continuing to implement a personnel 
policy aimed at reducing the number of employees 
while acquiring staff members more sophisticated in 
their ability to deal with the areas of our concern. 

Figures for 1964 indicate an extensive reduction 
in per diem allowances with a concomitant increase, 
of moderate amount, in travel expenses. This seem- 
ing paradox is a reflection of two important factors. 
First, several of our subregional field offices were re- 
located to correspond with population trends. This 
strategic placement of offices was then complemented 
by a revision in the travel regulations of this Office. 
The result was a decrease in both travel and per diem 
charges on the part of our examining staff. Second, 
increased emphasis was placed on direct communica- 
tion with bankers both by Washington Office person- 
nel and by Regional Comptrollers. This emphasis on 
the freer exchange of ideas and objectives has neces- 
sitated increased travel and communication expense 
despite the substantially reduced per diem charges. 

Publications expense has remained relatively con- 
stant in relation to 1963 figures, despite the substantial 
decrease in income from this source. This fact is 
primarily attributable, once again, to our policy of 
improving communication with the banking commu- 
nity. Efforts have been intensified to establish a free 
flow of information not only to national banks, but to 
State bank supervisors and foreign bankers. Today’s 
complex banking structure requires an extensive com- 
munication network. This Office is rising to meet 
its obligation to the world financial community as a 
source of such vital information. 

It is estimated that total income for 1965 will reach 
$19,538,500, an increase of $1,611,574. While this is 
necessarily an estimate, we believe it to be reasonable. 
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C. Comptroller’ s Equitv 

Continuing deterioration of the Comptrollers equity 
due to deficit spending in the 5-year period ending 
December 31, 1961, was effectively terminated in 1962. 
Since December of 1961, almost $4 million has been 
added to the then marginal equity position of this 
Office. The total in our equity account is not ap- 
proaching the goal established in December of 1961, 
as a minimum requirement to meet the needs of this 
Office in the event it should ever become necessary to 


operate for a reasonable period of time without our 
normal means of income. 

D. Independent Audit 

The Audit Staff of the Bureau of Accounts in the 
Treasury^ Department conducted an independent audit 
of the financial statements and supporting records of 
the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency for 
calendar year 1963. The audit was made in accord- 
ance with generally accepted auditing standards. A 
similar audit for calendar year 1964 is now in progress. 


Table 13. — Comparative statement of assessment and other operating income, and expenses of the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency, by calendar years 1958 through 1964 


Item 

1964 

1963 

1962 

1961 

1960 

1959 

1958 

INCOME 








Assessments 

$15, 200, 556!$14,245, 418 

$13, 289,291 

$10, 686, 750 

$10,213, 494 
540, 772 

$9,247, 563 

$8, 224,237 

Trust examinations 

1,196,574 

1,077,018 

953, 889 

511, 121 

477, 364 

422, 046 

Trust investigations 

13, 454 

16, 090 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Branch investigations 

190. 933 

166, 962 

156, 116 

100, 230 

98, 183 

86, 153 

63, 1 62 

Charter investigations 

250.712 

243, 899 

108, 063 

37, 732 

31, 800 

25, 469 

32, 038 

Merger and consolidation fees . . 

46, 000 

47, 500 

49, 000 

4, 000 

0 

0 

0 

Affiliate examinations 

4.759 

4. 362 

3, 324 

2, 326 

2, 354 

3, 606 

2, 038 

Extra examinations 

2. 498 

2, 850 

7, 987 

5, 537 

2, 375 

9, 416 

8, 124 

Reporting services 

496. 330 

466,120 

238, 750 

86, 768 

84, 480 

93,110 

89, 642 

Manuals and publications . 

54. 760 

212, 683 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Currency issue management 

34. 125 

32.282 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

5. 658 

2. 588 

4,222 

2, 303 

966 

3, 011 

732 

Subtotal 

17, 496, 359 

16,517, 772 

14,810, 642 

11, 436, 767 

10, 974, 424 

9, 945,692 

8, 842, 019 

Investment income 

430. 567 

353,113 

172, 106 

169,865 

216,414 

155, 651 

173, 675 

Total . 

17, 926, 926 

16, 870, 885 

14, 982,748 

11, 606, 632 

11, 190, 838 

10,101,343 

9, 015, 694 

EXPENSES 








Salaries 

Employer’s retirement, insurance 

11,658. no 

10, 900, 824 

9,490, 714 

8, 527,136 

8, 192, 979 

7, 511,943 

7, 493, 358 

and F.I.C.A. Contribution 

874, 263 

818,243 

712, 535 

645, 641 

581, 45C 

509, 768 

505, 994 

Per diem 

1, 945, 213 

2, 402, 914 

2, 174, 488 

1,841,168 

1, 684, 544 

1, 590, 753 

1, 597, 819 

Travel 

916, 573 

866, 591 

708, 776 

654, 657 

577, 362 

557, 062 

522, 031 

Rent 

186, 462 

1 90, 477 

1 80, 069 

162, 837 

157, 496 

153, 333 

142, 057 

Supplies 

65. 284 

^6. 869 

71,806 

30, 544 

27, 268 

27, 539 

22, 236 

Printing, books, and periodicals , . 
Furniture and fixtures. 

311, 129 

303, 506 

111,272 
205, 930 

84, 418 
31,324 

85, 562 
42, 733 

75, 908 
26, 864 

65, 368 
28, 741 


48. 567 

31, 617 



19,-663 
26, 868 

69, 094 
3, 492 






Office machines, rentals, and repairs. 
Communications 






128, 558 

118' 658 

118, 304 

74, 449 

74, 284 

72, 820 

59, 499 

Shipping expenses 

35. 097 

53, 106 

55, 559 

19, 346 

24, 814 

21, 379 

20, 446 

Other 

64, 336 

69, 933 

80, 662 

38, 904 

49,411 

37, 681 

21, 907 

Total 

16,280. 123 

15,915, 324 

13, 910,115 

12,110, 424 

11,497, 903 

10, 585, 050 

10, 479,456 

Net Income (-{-) or Loss ( — ) . . 

+ 1, 646.803 

+ 955, S6l] + 1, 072, 633 

-503, 792 

-307, 065 

-483, 707 

-1,463,762 
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Table 14. — Comparative statement of financial operations of the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, 

by calendar years 1958 through 1964 


Item 

1 

i 1064 

1963 

i 1962 

1961 

7960 

1959 

1958 

1 

ASSETS 

r’ 

Current assets: 








Gash on hand and on deposit . . . 

$603, 988 

$350, 295 

$1,225, 955 

$812. 139 

$957,281 

$1, 125, 864 

$747, 272 

Accounts receivable 

11,885 

125, 454 

89, 912 

47, 148 

45, 715 

57, 826 

47,151 

Investments 

8, 571,481 

7,139, 008 

5, 542, 450 

4, 748, 866 

: 5,098, 809 

5,035,126 

; 5, 951, 940 

Accrued interest receivable 

88,715 

83,018 

30, 479 

24, 543 

1 56, 047 

' 75, 106 

44, 968 

Prepaid expenses 

10, 646 

4, 716 

527 

2, 404 

4, 441 

0 

0 

Total current assets 

9,286,715 

7, 702, 491 

6, 889, 323 

5, 635,100 

’ 6,162,293 

6, 293, 922 

6, 791, 331 

Fixed assets; 

Furniture, fixtures, and equip- 








ment 

524, 621 

426, 475 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Less: accumulated depreciation . 

90, 481 

41,914 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total fixed assets 

434, 140 

384, 561 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total assets 

9, 720, 855 

8, 087, 052 

6, 889, 323 

5, 635, 100 

6,162, 293 

6,293,922 | 

6,791,331 

LIABILITIES 

Current liabilities: 






j 

1 


Accounts payable 

390 

117, 961 

119, 209 

49, 000 

41, 760 

43, 157 : 

32, 000 

Accrued payroll 

435, 059 

314,611 

260, 959 

179,732 

175, 690 

123, 008 

94, 000 

Payroll deductions for bonds and 





taxes, etc 

43, 937 

38, 554 

38,161 

31,557 

44, 473 

45,317 

36, 828 

Accrued travel expenses 

209, 000 

209, 527 

190,268 

215, 000 

191, 636 ' 

165, 000 

176, 000 

Deferred income 

10,202 

6, 154 

0 

0 ; 

0 

0 

0 

Total current liabilities 

699,038 

686, 807 

608, 597 

475,289 : 

453, 559 

376, 482 

338, 828 

Other habilities: 


1 

1 





Closed receivership trust funds . . 

2, 697, 942 ; 

2, 702, 902 1 

2, 687, 754 ; 

2, 692, 094 , 

2, 695, 165 

2, 648, 206 

2,657, 362 

Employees accumulated annual 





leave 

1,050, 564 

1,070,836 

1,117,659 

1, 062, 940 

1, 105, 000 

1,054, 000 

1,095, 000 

Total other liabilities 

3, 748, 506 

3,773,738 : 

3, 805,413 

3,755,034 

3, 800,165 

3, 702, 206 

3, 752, 362 

Total liabilities 

4, 447, 544 

4, 460, 545 

4,414, 010 

4, 230, 323 

4, 253, 724 

4, 078, 688 

4, 091, 190 

Equity: 



Comptroller’s equity 

5, 273, 311 

3, 626, 507 

2, 475, 313 

1,404,777 

1,908, 569 

2,215,234 

2, 700, 141 

Total liabilities and equity .... 

9, 720, 855 

8, 087, 052 

6, 889, 323 

5, 635, 100 

6,162,293 

6, 293, 922 

6, 791, 331 


X. Issue and Redemption of Currency 


During the year ending December 31, 1964, the 
Comptroller made 1,726 shipments of new Federal 
Reserve notes (1,457,848,000 notes with an aggregate 
value of $8,223,148,000) to Federal Reserve agents. 
Delivery of 42,424,000 notes with an aggregate 
value of $301,000,000 was made to the Treasurer 
of the United States. There were 4,670 shipments of 
un6t Federal Reserve notes and Federal Reserve Bank 
notes (560,805,402 notes with an aggregate value of 
$6,635,091,243) received for verification and certifica- 


tion for destruction; 325,390 badly damaged Federal 
Reserve notes and Federal Reserve Bank notes with 
an aggregate value of $6,429,865 were presented by the 
Treasurer of the United States for identification 
approval. 

The Comptroller also received shipments of Na- 
tional Bank notes (1,767,386 notes with an aggre- 
gate value of $14,146,970) for verification and de- 
struction. On December 31, 1964, the value of Na- 
tional Bank notes outstanding was $22,597,493. 
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Merger' Decisions, 1964 


The Citizens Bank, Westervill<^ Ohio, and the City 
National Bank & Trust Co. of Uolumbus, Ohio (7621), 
which had merged January 2, 1 964, under the charter 

and title of the latter bank (7621) 

Traders Bank & Trust Go., Hazleton, Pa., and North- 
eastern Pennsvlvania National Bank & Trust Go., 
Scranton, Pa. (77), which had merged January 3, 1964, 
under charter of the latter bank (77) and under 
title of^Northeastern Pennsylvania National Bank & 

Trust Co.” 

White Haven Savings Bank, White Haven, Pa., was 
purchased January 3, 1964, by the First National 

Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. (30) 

Texas National Bank of Houston, Houston, Tex. 
(10152), and the National Bank of Commerce of 
Houston, Houston, Tex. (10225), which had consol- 
idated January 17, 1964, under charter of the latter 
bank (10225) and under title “Texas National Bank 

of Commerce of Houston.” 

The Bank of Worcester, Worcester, N.Y., and National 
Commercial Bank & Trust Co., Albany, N.Y. (Char- 
ter No. 1301), which had merged January 31, 1964, 
under the charter and title of the latter bank (1 301 ) . . 
The Farmers & Merchants National Bank of Williams- 
burg, Williamsburg, Pa. (9392), and the First National 
Bank of Claysburg, Claysburg, Pa. (10232), which 
had merged January 31, 1964, under charter of the 
latter bank (10232) and under title of “The Central 

Pennsylvania National Bank of Claysburg” 

The First National Bank of Lacona, Lacona, N.Y. 
(10175), and the Merchants National Bank & Trust 
Co. of Syracuse, Syracuse, N.Y. (1342), which had 
merged January 31, 1964, under the charter and title 

of the latter bank (1 342) 

Beaver County Trust Co., New Brighton, Pa., and the 
Western Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, 
Pa. (2222), which had consolidated February 7, 1964, 

under charter and title of the latter bank (2222) 

Farmers Bank of Holland, Inc., Holland, Va., and Sea- 
board Citizens National Bank, Norfolk, Va. (10194), 
which had merged February 12, 1964, under the char- 
ter and title of the latter bank (10194) 

The First National Bank of New Bloomfield, New Bloom- 
field, Pa. (5133), and the Harrisburg National Bank 
& Trust Co., Harrisburg, Pa. (580), which had merged 
February 14, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter (580) 
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• Includes mergers, consolidations, and purchase and sale 
transactions where the emerging bank is a national bank. 
Decisions are arranged chronologically by effective date. 


Security Trust Co., Lynn, Mass, and the Danvers Nat- 
ional Bank, Danvers, Mass. (7452), which had con- 
solidated February 21, 1964, under charter of the 
latter bank (7452) and under title of “Security- 

Danvers National Bank” 

Commonwealth Bank & Trust Co., Pittsburgh, Pa., and 
the Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, 
Pa. (705), which had consolidated February 28, 1964, 

under charter and title of the latter (705) 

First National Bank of Minoa, Minoa, N.Y. (13476), 
and Lincoln National Bank & Trust Co. of Central 
New York, Syracuse, N.Y. (13393), which had merged 
February 28, 1 964, under charter and title of the latter 

bank (13393) 

The First National Bank of Pullman, Pullman, Wash., 
(4699), and Old National Bank of Washington, Spo- 
kane, Wash. (4668), which had merged February 
28, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter 

bank (4668) 

The Peoples Bank of Erie County, Hamburg, N.Y., and 
Liberty National Bank & Trust Co., Buffalo, N.Y. 
(15080), which had merged March 5, 1964, under the 

barter and title of the latter bank (1 5080) 

Grand Ledge State Bank, Grand Ledge, Mich., and 
Loan & Deposit State Bank, Grand Ledge, Mich,, 
were purchased March 14, 1964, by Michigan 

National Bank, Lansing, Mich. (14032) 

The First National Bank of Bi^nell, Bicknell, Ind. 
(7155), Bicknell Trust & Savings Co., Bicknell, Ind., 
the Citizens State Bank, Bicknell, Ind., and the Amer- 
ican National Bank of Vincennes, Vincennes, Ind. 
(3864), which had merged March 21, 1964, under 

(barter and title of the latter bank (3864) 

Darlington County Bank & Trust Co., Darlington, S.C., 
and the First National Bank of South Carolina of Co- 
lumbia, Columbia, S.C. (13720), which had merged 
March 31, 1964, under charter and title of the latter 

bank (13720) 

Southern Bank of Commerce, Danville, Va., and Vir- 
ginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va. (9885), which had 
merged April 3, 1964, under charter and title of the 

latter bank (9885) 

The First National Bank, of Buena Vista, Buena Vista, 
Va., (9890), and Virginia National ^nk, Norfolk, 
Va. (9885), which had merged April 3, 1964, under 

charter and title of the latter bank (9885) 

The New Market National Bank, Newmarket, N.H., 
(1330), and the Rockingham National Bank ofExeter, 
Exeter, N.H. (12889), which had merged April 3, 1 964, 
under charter and title of the latter bank (12889) 
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Delton State Bank, Delton, Mich., was purchased April 
18, 1964, by the Finst National Bank & Trust Co. of 

^ Kalamazoo, Kalamazoo, Mich. (191) 89 

The First National Bank of Sharpsville, Sharpsville, 

Pa. (6829), was purcha.sed April 18, 1964, by the 
McDowell National Bank of Sharon, Sharon, Pa. 

(8764) 90 

The First National Bank of Lebanon, Lebanon, Va. 

(6886), and the First National Exchange Bank of 
Virginia, Roanoke, Va. (2737), which had merged 
April 24, 1964, under charter and title of the latter 
bank (2737) 91 


The First National Bank of Richlands, Richlands, Va. 
(10850), and the First National Exchange Bank of 
Virginia, Roanoke, Va. (2737), which had merged 
April 24, 1964, under charter and title of the latter 

bank (2737) 92 

The Winchester National Bank, Winchester, N.H. 

(887), was purchased April 24, 1964, by the Cheshire 
National Bank of Keene, Keene, N.FI. (559). 93 

State Bank of Linwood, Linwood, Mich., and Peoples 
National Bank & Trust Co. of Bay City, Bay Qty, 

Mich. (14641), which Irad merged April 25, 1964, 


under charter and title of the latter bank (1 4641 ) 94 

The Union National Bank of Mahanoy City, Mahanoy 
City, Pa. (3997), and the Pennsylvania National Bank 
& Trust Co. of Pottsville, Pottsville, Pa. (1663), which 
had merged May 8, 1964, under charter and title of 

the latter bank (1663) 95 

Bank of Dayton, Dayton, Ind., was purchased May 9, 

1 964, by Lafayette National Bank, Lafayette, Ind. 

(14175) 96 

The First National Bank of Blue Ridge Summit, Blue 
Ridge Summit, Pa. (12281), and First National Bank 
& Trust Co. in Waynesboro, Waynesboro, Pa. (11866), 
which had merged May 9, 1 964, iinder the charter and 

title of the latter bank (11866) 97 

Cherry Hill National Bank, Cherry Hill, N.J. (14936), 
and First Camden National Bank & Trust Co., 
Camden, N.J. (1209), which had merged May 15, 

1964, under charter and title of tlic latter bank (1209). 98 

Woodbridge National Bank, Woodbridge, N.J. (14378), 
and First Bank & Trust Go., National Association, 

Fords, N.J. (15255), which had merged May 15, 1964, 
under the charter and title of the latter bank (15255). 99 

Carolina Bank, Graniteville, S.C., and the Citizens & 
Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charles- 
ton, S.C. (14425), which had nierged May 23, 1964, 
under the charter and title of the latter bank (14425). 101 

Citizens Bank of Darlington, Darlington, S.C., and the 
Citizens & Southern National Bank of South Carolina, 
Charleston, S.C. (14425), w'hicli had merged May 
23, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank 

(14425) 102 

The Bank of Rowland, Rowland, N.C., and Southern 
National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton, N.G. 
(10610), which had merged May 23, 1964, under 

charter and title of the latter bank (10610) 103 

Salmon Falls Bank, Rollinsford, N.H., and the First 
National Bank of Somersworth, Somersworth, N.H. 

(1180), which had merged May 29, 1964, under the 
charter of the latter bank (1180) and under the title 

“First Somersworth- Rollinsford National Bank.” 104 

Citizens Industrial Bank, Grand Rapids, Mich., was 
purchased June 15, 1964, by the Michigan National 

Bank, Lansing, Mich. (14032) 105 

The Bank of Endicott, Endicott, Wash., was purchased 
June 19, 1964, by the National Bank of Commerce of 

Seattle, Seattle, Wash. (4375) 106 

The American National Bank of San Bernardino, San 
Bernardino, Calif. (10031), and the Bank of California, 
National Association, San Francisco, Calif. (9655), 
which had merged June 26, 1964, under charter and 
title of the latter bank (9655) 107 


PaKC 

The Fii^t National Bank of Narrowsburg, Narrowsburg, 


N.Y. (12496), and the First National Bank in Calli- 
coon, Callicoon, N.Y. (13590), which had consolidated 
June 30, 1964, under charter of the latter bank (13590), 

and under title of “United National Bank.” 109 

The Macungie Bank, Macungie, Pa., and the First 
National Bank of Allentown, Allentown, Pa. (373), 
which had merged June 30, 1964, under charter and 

title of the latter bank (373) 110 

The Peoples National Bank of West Alexander, West 
Alexander, Pa. (8954), and the First National Bank of 
Fredericktown, Fredericktown, Pa. (5920), which had 
merged June 30, 1964, under the charter and title of 

the latter bank (5920) Ill 

Tri-Cides National Bank, Pasco, Wash. (14919), was 
purchased June 30, 1964, by Old National Bank of 

Washington, Spokane, Spokane, Wash. (4668) 112 

The First National Bank of Hagerman, Hagerman, N. 

Mex. (7503), was purchased July 17, 1964, by the First 
National Bank of Roswell, Roswell, N. Mex. (5220). . 113 

Allegan State Bank, Allegan, Mich., and the First Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co. of Kalamazoo, Kalamazoo, 

Mich. (191), which had merged July 18, 1964, under 

the charter and title of the latter bank (191) 114 

National Bank of Commerce of Chicago, Chicago, III. 
(14349), and Central National Bank in Chicago, Ghi- 
c^o, 111. (14362), which had merged July 18, 1964, 
under the barter and title of the latter bank (14362) . . 116 

The Community Bank, Dayton, Ohio, and the National 
Bank of Dayton, Dayton, Ohio (1788), which had 
merged July 18, 1964, under the charter and title of 

the latter bank (1788) 117 

Fair Lawn-Radburn Trust Co., Fair Lawn, N.J,, and 
National Community Bank of Rutherford, Ruther- 
ford, N.J. (5005), which had merged July 31, 1964, 
under the charter and title of the latter bank (5005). . 118 

Industrial City Bank & Trust Co., Worcester, Mass., and 
the Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, Worces- 
ter, Mass. (1135), which had merged July 31, 1964, 
under the charter and title of the latter bank (1135) . . 119 


The First National Bank of Waynesboro, Waynesboro, 

Va. (7587), and First & Merchants National Bank, 
Richmond, Va. (1111), which had merged July 31, 

1 964, under the charter and title of the latter bank 

(1111) 120 

The First National Bank of Wise, Wise, Va. (10611), 
and the First National Bank of Norton, Norton, Va. 

(6235), which had consolidated July 31, 1964, under 
the charter of the latter bank (6235) and under title 

“TTie Wise County National Bank.” 121 

The Peoples-Farmers National Bank, Mifflin, Pa., Mif- 
flin, Pa. (9678), and the Russell National Bank of 
Lewistown, Lewistown, Pa. (10506), which had 
merged July 31, 1964, under the charter of the latter 
bank (10506) and title “The Russell National Bank.” . 122 

The Peoples National Bank of Rock Hill, Rock Hill, 

S.C. (9407), and the Qtizens & Southern National 
Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, S.C. (14425), 
which had merged August 1, 1964, under the charter 

and title of the latter bank (14425) 123 

The Ashland National Bank, Ashland, Pa. (5615), and 
Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co., Pottsville, 

Pa. (1663), which had merged August 7, 1964, under 

charter and title of the latter bank (1663) 125 

The First National Bank of Mount Holly Springs, Mount 
Holly Springs, Pa. (8493), and Cumberland County 
National Bank & Trust Go., New Cumberland, Pa. 
(14542), which had merged August 7, 1964, under 

Ae charter and title of the latter bank (14542) 126 

'Fhe First National Bank of West Middlesex, West Mid- 
dlesex, Pa. (6913), and First National Baii of Mercer 
County, Greenville, Pa. (249), which had merged 
August 8, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter baii (249) 127 
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State Bank of Nappanee, Nappanee, Ind., and the First 
National Bank of Elkhart, Elkhart, Ind. (206), which 
had merged August 15, 1964, under the charter of the 
First National Bank of Elkhart (206) and title “The 

First National Bank of Elkhart County” 128 

The Nashville Bank & Trust Co., Nashville, Tenn., and 
Third National Bank in Nashville, Nashville, Tenn. 

(13103), which had met^ed August 18. 1964, under 

the charter and title of the latter bank (13103) 129 

The Farmers Bank, Kendrick, Idaho, was purchased 
August 21, 1964, by First Security Bank of Idaho, 

National Association, Boise, Idaho (14444) 132 

The Georgetown National Bank, Georgetown, Ky. 

(8579), and First National Bank & Trust Co., George- 
town, Ky, (2927), which had merged August 29, 1964, 
under the charter of the latter bank (2927), and under 
the title “First Georgetown National Bank and Trust 

Company” 133 

Pocatello National Bank, Pocatello, Idaho (14859), 
and the Idaho First National Bank, Boise, Idaho 
(1668), which had merged September 4, 1964, under 

charter and title of the latter bank (1668) 135 

Peoples Bank of Stuarts Draft, Inc., Stuarts Draft, Va., 
and National Bank & Trust Co., at Charlottesville, 
Charlottesville, Va. (10618), which had merged Sep- 
tember 30, 1964, under charter of the latter bank 
(10618) and title “National Bank and Trust Com- 
pany” 136 

The Branford Trust Co., Branford, Conn., and the 
First New Haven National Bank, New Haven, Conn. 

(2), which had merged September 30, 1964, under 

barter and title of the latter bank (2) 137 

Spokane National Bank, Spokane, Wash. (14866), and 
National Bank of Washington, Tacoma, Washington, 

(3417), which had merged October 2, 1964, under 

charter and title of the latter bank (3417) 138 

The Citizens National Bank of Corry, Corr^, Pa. (4479), 
and the Marine National Bank of Erie, Erie, Pa. (870), 
which had merged October 2, 1964, under charter 
of the latter bank (870), and with the title “Marine 

National Bank” 139 

The Citizens National Bank & Trust Co. of Oneonta, 
Oneonta, N.Y. (8920), and National Commercial 
Bank & Trust Go., Albany, N.Y. (1301), which had 
merged October 2, 1964, under charter and title of 

the Utter bank (1301) 140 

Citizens National Bank of Beaver Falls, Beaver Falls, Pa. 
(14764), and Western Pennsylvania National Bank, 
McKeesport, Pa. (2222), which had consolidated 
October 3, 1964, under charter and title of the latter 

bank (2222) 141 

Community National Bank, Liberty, N.Y. (10037), and 
Marine Midland National Bank of Southeastern New 
York, Poughkeepsie, N.Y. (465), which had merged 
October 9, 1964, under charter and title of the latter 

bank (465) 142 

Tennessee Bank & Trust Co., Houston, Tex., and 
Houston National Bank, Houston, Tex. (9353), which 
had merged October 16, 1964, under charter and 
title of the latter bank (9353) 144 


The Citizens National Bank of Poland, Poland, N.Y. 
(9804), and the Oneida National Bank & Trust Co. of 
Central New York, Utica, N.Y. (1392), which had 
merged October 16, 1 964, under charter and title of the 

latter bank (1392) 

Marshall County Bank, Moundsville, W. Va., and First 
National Bank at Moundsville, Moundsville, W. Va. 
(14142), which had merged October 17, 1964, under 

charter and title of the latter bank (14142) 

First Security Bank of Twin Falb, Twin Falls, Idaho, 
and First Security Bank of Idaho, National Associ- 
ation, Boise, Idaho (14444), which had merged Octo- 
ber 23, 1964, under charter and title of the latter 

bank (14444) 

The Bank of Appomattox, Appomattox, Va., and the 
Fidelity National Bank, Lynchburg, Va. (1522), which 
had merged October 24, 1964, under charter and 

title of the latter bank (1522) 

The Christiana National Bank, Christiana, Pa. (7078), 
and Lancaster Countv Farmers National Bank, 
Lancaster, Pa. (683), which had merged October 27, 
1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (683) . 
Calhoun State Bank, Homer, Mich., and City Bank & 
Trust Co., National Association, Jackson, Mich. 
(15367), which had consolidated November 5, 1964, 
under charter and title of the latter bank (15367). . . . 
The Cargill Trust Co., Putnam, Conn., and Hartford 
National Bank & Trust Co., Hartford, Conn. 0^38), 
which had merged November 10, 1964, under char- 
ter and title of the latter bank (1338) 

The Guilford Trust Co., Guilford, Conn., and the 
Second National Bank of New Haven, New Haven, 
Conn. (227), which liad merged November 16, 1964, 

under charter and title of the latter bank (227) 

Citizens State Bank, Aliquippa, Pa., and Western Penn- 
sylvania National Bank, McKeesport, Pa. (2222), 
which had merged November 21, 1964, under the 

charter and title of the latter bank (2222) 

The National Bank of Lake Konkonkoma, Lake Ron- 
konkoma, N.Y. (13130), and the Peoples National 
Bank of Long Island, Patchogue, N.Y. (12788), 
which had merged December 4, 1964, under the 

charter and title of the latt<jr baric (12788) 

Hightstown Trust Go., East Windsor Township, NJ., 
and First Trenton National Bank, Trenton, l^J. 
(1327), which had merged December 11, 1964, under 

the charter and title of the latter bank (1327) 

The First National Bank of Barnesboro, Barnesboro, 
Pa. (5818), was purchased DecembCT 12, 1964, by 
the First National Bank of Ebensburg, Ebensburg, 

Pa. (5084) 

First National Bank & Trust Go. of Hanover, Hanover, 
Pa. (187), and National Bank & Trust Go. of Central 
Pennsylvania, York, Pa. (694), which had merged 
December 14, 1964, under charter and title of the 

latter bank (694) 

The Citizens National Bank of Govir^ton, Covington, 
Va. (5326), and the First National Exchange Bank 
of Virginia, Roanoke, Va. (2737), which had merged 
December 15, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (2737) 
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The Farmers National Bank of Blonmsburg, B'ooinsburg, 

Pa. (4543), and Miners National Bank of Wilkes- 
Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. (13852), which had mergc<j 
December 16, 1964, under charter and title of the 

latter bank (13852) 163 

The Pattison National Bank of Elkland, Elkland, Pa. 

(5043), the First National Bank of Knoxville, Knox- 
ville, Pa. (9978), and the Farmers' National Bank of 
Liberty, Liberty, Pa. (11127), were purchased Dec- 
ember 16, 1964, by the First National Bank of Wells- 


borough, Welisboro, Pa. (328) 164 

The Garden State National Bank of Teaneck, Teaneck, 

N.J. (12402), and National Community Bank of Ru- 
therford, Rutherford, N.J. (5005), which had merged 
December 18, 1964, under the charter and title of the 

latter bank (5005) 165 

The First National Bank in Gadsden, Gadsen, Ala. 

(1 3728), aud State National Bank of Alabama, Decatur, 

Ala. (14414), which had merged December 19, 1964, 
under charter and title of the latter bank (14414). . . 166 


The Scioto Bank, Commercial Point, Ohio, and the 
First National Bank of Circleville, Circleville, Ohio 
(118), which had merged December 29, 1964, under 

the charter and title of the latter bank (118) 168 

The Commercial National Bank of Spartanburg, Spar- 
tanburg, S.C. (14211), and the First National Bank of 
South Carolina of Columbia, Columbia, S.C. (13720), 
which liad merged December 31, 1964, under charter 
of The First National Bank of South Carolina of 
Columbia (13720), and under title “The First Com- 
mercial National Bank of South Carolina” 169 

The Windsor County National Bank of Windsor, Wind- 
sor, Vt. (13685), and Vermont National & Savings 
Bank, Brattleboro, Brattlcboro, Vt. (1430), which had 
melted December 31, 1964, under charter of the 
latter bank (1430) and title “Vermont National 
Bank” 170 
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The City National Bank & Trust Co. of Columbus, Columbus, Ohio, and the Citizens Bank, Wester- 
ville, Ohio 




1 Banking offices 

o/ bank and type of transaction 

'1 otal assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


59,134,215 

217,261, 957 

224, 995, 629 

2 


and the City National Bank & Trust Co. of Columbus, Columbus, Ohio (7621), 

10 


merged Jan. 2, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (7621) The 

12 

1 



comptroller’s decision 

On October 8, 1963, the City National Bank & Trust 
Co. of Columbus, Columbus, Ohio, and the Citizens 
Bank, Westerville, Ohio, applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and with the title of the former. 

Columbus, the third largest city in Ohio, is situated 
in the center of the State, The 470,000 residents are 
supported by a highly industrialized economy consist- 
ing of 800 diversified manufacturing plants, 6,500 retail 
outlets and 950 wholesale businesses. Additional sup- 
port is provided by Ohio State University, by a U.S. 
Army depot and by the nearby Lockboume Air Force 
Base. Both the economy and the population have 
been expanding considerably during the past decade. 
Six commercial banks do business within the frame- 
work of the expanding Columbus economy. These 6 
banks operate 56 offices in the metropolitan area. 
Three of them — Ohio National Bank, the Ohio State 
Bank, and Worthington Savings Bank — are subsidiaries 
of Banc Ohio Corp., a registered bank holding com- 
pany. The Huntington National Bank and the Brun- 
son Bank & Trust Co. complete the banking structure. 
The financial needs of the area are also served by 56 
offices of 21 building and loan associations which range 
in size from $2 million to $80 million, by 115 credit 
unions, 73 sales finance companies and numerous other 
lending institutions. 

Westerville is situated in the north of Franklin 
County about 12 miles from downtown Columbus. 
It comprises a part of the northern Columbus metro- 
politan area and it has experienced an increase in popu- 
lation from 4,100 to 7,000 during the last census period. 
The primary force in the economy of Westerville is 


Otterbein College which has an enrollment of 1,200 
students. Although the Citizens Bank is the only bank 
with its headquarters in Westerville, it receives for- 
midable competition from five offices of Banc Ohio 
Corp. subsidiaries and from a branch of the Hunting- 
ton National Bank, all of which are within 4 miles of 
Citizens Bank. The nearest office of City National is 
its Worthington branch which is about 7 miles south- 
west. Its other eight branches range from approxi- 
mately 8 to 19 miles south, southeast, and southwest of 
Westerville. 

Approval of this merger will enable the resulting 
bank to compete more effectively with the much 
larger area banks. The expected increase in com- 
petition in the banking community will be of substan- 
tial benefit to the residents of Westerville. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
it is therefore approved. 

December 6, 1963. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The area of Franklin County, Ohio, which encom- 
pa^es greater Columbus is characterized by an ex- 
tremely high degree of concentration in commercial 
banking. Three banking institutions, one of which is 
the acquiring bank, control over 97 percent of all de- 
posits and loans in the Franklin County area, the 
remaining share is divided among five small banks 
among which Citizens Bank is one of the largest. Citi- 
zens Bank has not shown that it is unable to continue 
to serve the banking needs of Westerville and Gahanna. 

For the above re^ons, it is believed that the effect of 
the proposed merger on competition will be adverse. 
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Traders Bank & Trust Co., Hazleton, Pa., and Northeastern Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust 

Co., Scranton, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$14, 827, 694 

178,100, 427 

192, 928, 121 

1 

1 8 


and Northeastern Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co., Scranton, Pa. ■ 


merged Jan. 3, 1964, under charter of the latter bank (77) and under title of i 
“Northeastern Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co.** The merged i 

9 




comptroller’s decision 

On October 8, 1963, the $172 million Northeastern 
Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co., Scranton, 
Pa., and the $14 million Traders Bank & Trust Go., 
Hazleton, Pa., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter of the 
former and with the title “Northeastern Pennsylvania 
National Bank & Trust Co.” 

Scranton, the seat of Lackawanna County, is the 
head office city of Northeastern Pennsylvania National. 
Its current population of 1 1 1,000 is down from 126,000 
in 1950. Lackawanna County, whose declining popu- 
lation is now 234,531, is situated in the northeastern 
section of the State in what was at one time the major 
anthracite coal mining area in this country. Coal 
mining has, however, declined in importance over the 
past 30 years. Between 1950 and 1961, employ- 
ment in anthracite mining in Lackawanna and Luzerne 
Counties declined 83 percent while the total popula- 
tion of this area declined about 10 percent. Unem- 
ployment has been averaging about 12 percent and 
the entire region has been classified as a distressed area. 
The population of the three major centers in this 
region. Hazleton, Scranton, and Wilkes-Barre, declined 
betw'een 1950 and 1960. 

Hazleton, the home office city of the single office 
Traders Bank, is located about 45 miles south of 
Scranton. With a population of 32,000, it is the sec- 
ond largest city in Luzerne County. The economy 
of this area, like that of Scranton, has suffered from 
the declining importance of mining and processing of 
anthracite coal. However, considerable effort has 
been made in recent years to attract new industries to 
the region. At present, plants producing textiles, 
clothing, furniture, electrical components, heating and 
air-conditioning equipment, food stuffs, and fabricated 
metal products are operating in this region. Never- 
theless, it is still classified as a distressed area. 


Besides its main office, Northeastern operates seven 
branches in Lackawanna, Luzerne, and Monroe Coun- 
ties. This area is also served by 72 other banking 
offices whose total deposits and loans aggregate $564.5 
million and $344.4 million, respectively. In addition, 
25 savings and loan associations with aggregate re- 
sources in excess of $ 1 60 million compete vigorously for 
thrift funds and mortgage loans. Further, the major 
banks from New York and Philadelphia vigorously 
compete for deposit and loan business in Northeastern’s 
trade area. Northeastern presently holds but 19 per- 
cent of the area’s bank deposits and 21 percent of the 
loans. After the merger Northeastern will increase its 
share of deposits and loans by 2 percent. 

At present there appears to be no discernible com- 
petition existing between Northeastern and Traders 
except in Hazleton where the Traders bank has its sole 
banking office and Northeastern has two branches. In 
Hazleton, however, there are three other banks rang- 
ing in deposits from the $30 million Hazleton National 
to the $15.9 million Peoples Savings Bank, thus the 
elimination of existing competition there should not 
be significantly adverse. With this exception, none of 
the other Northeastern banking offices are nearer than 
29 miles to Traders whose service area includes 13 other 
banks operating 19 offices. 

Northeastern’s Hazleton branches have felt the lack 
of local stockholder support which has been a major 
factor preventing them from attaining projected 
growth. Traders, whose present officers are advanced 
in age, has been unable to provide successor manage- 
ment. The problems of these banks should be elimi- 
nated by this merger as Traders has many local 
stockholders and Northeastern has management depth 
coupled with an aggressive Trust Department so 
necessary in commercial banking today. 

On balance, in the light of the statutory criteria, we 
find this proposal to be in the public interest and the 
application is therefore approved. 

December 23, 1963. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Applicant Bank, with headquarters in the city 
of Scranton, has merged four times in the last 8 years 
and presently operates eight banking offices in a three- 
county service area. With total assets of $ 1 72,804,000, 
total deposits of $150,340,000 and net loans and dis- 
counts of $92,282,000, this bank is, with 19 percent 
of the “IPG” deposits and 21.12 percent of the total 
loans, the largest bank by far in its tricounty service 
area. The Applicant Bank also has banking offices in 
the city of Hazleton, wherein the Merging Bank is 
situated. The latter has total assets of $13,542,000, 


total deposits of $12,344,000 and net loans and dis- 
coimts of $8,407,000. 

The instant merger, although not significantly ad- 
versely affecting competition in the Applicant Bank’s 
other service areas, would have significant unfavorable 
competitive consequences in the city of Hazleton. It 
would add to the competitive difficulties of the re- 
maining local institutions and eliminate the substantial 
competition presently existing between the Hazleton 
banking offices of the participating banks. Thus, it 
is the view of the Department of Justice that the instant 
merger \vould have significant adverse competitive 
effects in the city of Hazleton. 


The First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., and White Haven Savings Bank, WnrrE 

Haven, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

1 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

1 

$2,920,000 ! 

81,722,000 : 
84, 225, 500 , 

1 


was purchased JanT 3, 1964, by the First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, 

6 


After the purchase was cflFccted, the receiving bank had 

! 

1 


comptroller’s DEaSION 

On October 16, 1963, the $81.7 million First Na- 
tional Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., applied 
to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
purchase the assets and assume the liabilities of the 
$2.9 million White Haven Savings Bank, White Haven, 
Pa. 

Wilkes-Barre is a city of 64,000 located approxi- 
mately 1 20 miles northwest of Philadelphia and about 
18 miles southwest of Scranton, in Luzerne County. 
With the decline in recent years of anthracite mining, 
once the principal industry in the area, the population 
of Wilkes-Barre diminished steadily while at the same 
time the unemployment rolls continued to increase. 
By means of an heroic community effort, the un- 
employment trend has been slowed, if not halted, and 
the economic outlook for the area is more favorable 
than at anytime within the past 20 years. 

White Haven, population 1,778, lies approximately 
18 miles southesat of Wilkes-Barre. Its economy is 
dependent mainly upon small manufacturing plants 
which tend to stabilize employment. It is also the 
southern gateway to the Pocono Mountains where 
residential and resort areas are developing rapidly. 
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The completion of U.S. Highway 80, now under con- 
struction, which will have a major interchange at 
White Haven to connect with Pocono Highway 940 
and the Northeast Extension of the Pennsylvania Turn- 
pike, will undoubtedly be a stimulus to the economy. 
The $12 million School for the Mentally Retarded, to 
be located in White Haven, is expected to accommo- 
date 1,280 patients and have a staff of 500 to 600. 
Thus, White Haven’s prospects for population and 
economic growth are decidely promising. 

First National operates six offices in Luzerne County 
and ranks second among the five banks headquartered 
in Wilkes-Barre. It assumes third place when con- 
sideration is given to the total resources of Northeastern 
Pennsylvania National, which has a branch in Wilkes- 
Barre. The 15.1 percent of loans and 14.9 percent 
of deposits presently held by the purchasing bank will 
be increased by the purchase to 15.8 percent and 15.5 
percent, respectively. First National will still occupy 
second place among Wilkes-Barre banks. 

The selling bank operates no branches, does not exer- 
cise trust powers, and is the only bank in White Haven, 
which it will continue to serve as a branch of First 
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National. There has been virtually no competition 
between the applicants and it would appear that no 
competing banks will be adversely affected by this pro- 
posal. Approval of the purchase will give residents 
of White Haven access to a well-staffed trust depart- 
ment. They will also benefit from automated banking 
and other services not presently available. Consum- 
mation of the transaction will solve a management 
succession problem and serve as an instrument of ex- 
pansion in an area giving evei^ sign of great economic 
growth potential. 

Applying the applicable statutory criteria, we con- 
clude that the proposal is in the public interest and the 
application is therefore approved. 

December 19, 1963. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed acquisition would not appear to elimi- 
nate any significant direct competition between the 
participating banks. The service area of First Na- 
tional has been characterized by mergers in recent 
years and the three leading banks together control 
over 60 percent of deposits and loans. This proposal 
would continue that trend toward concentration and 
would add to the position of dominance possessed by 
First National. The proposal would also tend to 
create an imbalance among the remaining banks in 
the service area of White Haven by virtue of the entry 
of First National by acquisition. To this extent the 
probable impact of the proposal would be adverse but 
not significantly so. 


The National Bank of Commerce of Houston, Houston, Tex., and Texas National Bank of Houston, 

Houston, Tex. 




Banking offices 

■Name of bank and type of Iransaclion 

7'olal assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$322, 646, 899 

503, 743, 098 

826, 389, 997 

1 


and the National Bank of Commerce of Houston, Houston, Tex. (10225), which ! 

1 


consolidatedjan. 17, 1964, under charter of the latter bank (10225) and under 
title “Texas National Bank of Commerce of Houston.” The consolidated 

i 1 



1 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 9, 1963, the $519.9 million National 
Bank of Commerce of Houston, Houston, Tex., and 
the $340.7 million Texas National Bank of Houston, 
Houston, Tex., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to consolidate under the charter 
of the former and with the title “Texas National Bank 
of Commerce of Houston.” 

Houston, whose 1963 estimated population of over 
1 million represents increases of 70.3 percent over 1950 
and 57.4 percent over 1960, is the sixth largest city 
in the United States and is the largest in the south- 
western States of Texas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, and 
Arizona. Its standard metropolitan area is defined as 
Harris County, an area of 1,730 square miles with a 
population of 1.3 million. Houston is the center of 
what is known as the Upper Texas Gulf Coast area, 
which consists of 11 counties whose 1960 population 
was almost 2 million. Thi.s trade area runs approxi- 
mately 21 miles north, 57 miles south, 100 miles east, 
and 86 miles west of Houston. 


Since 1950, the Upper Texas Gulf Coast area has 
nearly doubled its population, and has undeigone a 
significant change in its economy which 10 years ago 
was primarily agricultural. Today, this region boasts 
the largest concentration of oil, gas and petrochemical 
refining, processing and manufacturing plants in the 
world, and is one of the fastest growing industrial 
areas of the Nation. It is served by six deep water 
ports which are connected by the Inter-Coastal Water- 
ways. The largest of the six is the port of Houston, 
connected to the Gulf by a 50-mile ship channel. In 
1950 the Port of Houston moved 41.9 million net tons; 
in 1962 that figure reached 57.8 million, thus making 
the Port the third largest in the country in terms of 
tonnage moved. 

Three hundred national firms have offices or out- 
lets in downtown Houston, and within the city’s cor- 
porate limits are 115 firms which employ more than 
300 people each. Twenty-five of them employ more 
than 1,000 persons. Along vrith its population boom, 
retail sales in the city have increased by 50 percent to 
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a total of $1.5 billion in 1962. Adding to the already 
booming economy is the 2-year-old National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration’s Manned Space- 
craft Center, located 22 miles from Houston. Ten 
colleges in the area have a student enrollment of 
23,669, the largest being the University of Houston, 
with 13,665 students. 

The banking needs of this burgeoning economy are 
presently served by 136 commercial banks, 14 of which 
are in downtown Houston, 46 in other sections of the 
city, 21 in Harris County and the remainder scattered 
throughout the trade area. These banks hold a total 
of $3 billion in deposits and $2 billion in loans. Of all 
the banks in the Upper Gulf Coast area the largest 
is the $881,3 million First City National Bank. The 
charter bank is second in size and the $498.3 mil- 
lion Bank of the Southwest, National Association is 
third. In fourth place is the consolidating bank. All 
the other banks in the trade area are much smaller. 

Approval of this application will not change the rel- 
ative positions of the local banks, except that the con- 
solidating bank, in fourth place, will disappear. The 
resulting bank will be an $850 million institution and 
will have 19 percent of the deposits and 21 percent of 
the loans in the area. It will thus remain behind the 
Fint City National Bank, with the exception of total 
loans held. In that area, the resulting bank will be 
first. 

During the past 10 years the banking structure of 
the area has undergone profound changes. Because 
of the stringent prohibitions against branch banking by 
commercial banks contained in the Texas statutes, the 
developing needs of area residents for adequate bank- 
ing service has been met by an increase in newly char- 
tered banks from 82 to 136. This 65.9 percent in- 
crease of banks currently accounts for 13 percent 
of total area deposits. 

Other nonbanking financial institutions compete 
with the Houston commercial banks to a considerable 
degree. Forty savings and loan associations have as- 
sets of $762 million, withdrawable shares of $642 
million and loans of $652 million. These associations 
also operate 24 branches, an activity unfortunately 
and inequitably prohibited to commercial banks in 
Texas. Credit unions number 295 and have $129.7 
million in assets. Also competing in the area are 198 
life insurance companies and 122 sales finance 
companies. 

The large and increasing number of national firms 
in Houston require large amounts of capital which 
the consolidating banks are individually unable to 
supply because of their relatively low capacity and 
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lending limits. The result has been undue reliance on 
larger banks in New York, Chicago, and other cities 
for larger credits. At present, the charter bank has a 
lending limit of $3.2 million while the consolidating 
bank has a lending limit of $2.4 million. The result- 
ing bank will have a lending limit of $6 million, which 
includes a proposed increase in capital of the charter 
bank. 

A minimal degree of competition between the con- 
solidating banks will be eliminated by this proposal. 
On accounts of more than $10,000, mutual customers 
had 104 checking accounts, 117 savings accounts, 14 
time deposit accounts, and 40 loan accounts. 

It is preeminently clear that banks in every area 
must be allowed to expand by whatever routes the law 
permits — even the less efficient routes — if they are to 
fulfill their responsibility adequately to serve the pub- 
lic’s interests and needs. 

If banking facilities in Houston and indeed in the 
other major metropolitan cities in Texas are to be 
adequate in meeting the growing financial needs of 
these communities and of the State, bank expansion 
is necessary. The Texas legislature has seen fit to 
proscribe one essential method of expansion for com- 
mercial banks, namely, branch banking, and thus only 
the merger route remains. 

The resulting bank will offer more effective com- 
petition to the larger First City National Bank. The 
effect on the smaller banks in the area will clearly not 
be adverse. 

Having weighed this proposal in light of the statutory 
criteria, it is found to be in the public interest and the 
application is approved. 

January 13, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

National Bank of Commerce is the second largest 
commercial bank in Houston and fourth largest in the 
State of Texas, with assets of $519,967,000, deposits of 
$476,417,000, loans of $200,776,000 and a substantial 
trust business. Texas National Bank is fourth largest 
in Houston and eighth in Texas, with assets of 
$340,739,000, deposits of $288,925,000, loans of 
$166,710,000, and substantial trust accounts. Each 
has its main and only office in Houston (under local 
law commercial banks are not permitted to establish 
branch offices) and each operates in the metropolitan 
Houston area, which is roughly coterminous with 
Harris County and is the largest single metropolitan 
area in the State. 

National Bank of Commerce accounts for 14.2 per- 
cent of the deposits of individuals, partnerships, and 
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corporations in the area and 14 percent of loans. 
Texas National has 9,6 percent of deposits and 11.7 
percent of total loans. After the consolidation the re- 
sulting bank, with 23.9 percent of deposits and 25.7 
percent of loans, would be about the size of the largest 
bank in Houston, First City National Bank, 1.7 times 
the size of the third largest institution. Bank of the 
Southwest, N.A., and about 10 times the size of what 
would then be the fourth largest bank. Concentration 
of banking resources in the city’s three largest banks 
would be increased from 53.2 percent of deposits and 


52 percent of loans to 62.8 percent and 63.7 percent, 
respectively, and the number of the more substantial 
banks in the area would be reduced from four to three. 

We conclude that the proposed consolidation would 
eliminate a substantial volume of direct competition 
between the participating banks and result in a very 
significant increase in concentration of resources in a 
small number of the largest banks in the area. Ac- 
cordingly, it is our opinion that the consolidation would 
have a serious adverse effect upon competition. 


The Bank of Worcester, Worcester, N.Y., and the National Commercial Bank & Trust Co., Albany, 

N.Y. 


Xarne of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 1 

operation 

To be 
operated 


' $2,928, 713, 

1 460,275, 112 

46,3, 049, 981 i 

3^ 


and National Commercial Bank & Trust Co., Albany, N.Y. (1301), wliich had . . 
merged Jan. 31, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (1301). 


37 




comptroller’s decision 

On October 24, 1963, the $436 million National 
Commercial Bank & Trust Co., Albany, N.Y., and the 
$2.9 million Bank of Worcester, Worcester, N.Y., ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and title of the 
former. 

Albany, the State capital, has a population of 130,- 
000 and serves a trade area of over 750,000 located 
within a radius of 50 miles. Many diversified indus- 
tries provide employment and there has been increased 
employment in Federal and State Government service, 
education and research, and development functions. 

Worcester, N.Y., population approximately 1,100, 
is situated 60 miles southwest of Albany. The local 
economy is primarily agricultural with dairy farming 
playing the major role. It has shown little growth 
in recent years. 

The National Commercial Bank & Trust Co. was 
organized in 1825. It presently operates 35 branches 
throughout a large part of northeastern New York. It 
is the fifth largest commercial bank in New York 
State outside metropolitan New York City and the 
second largest in the service area. Its management is 
capable and well experienced and is supported by a 
large and competent staff. Over the years National 
Commercial has developed an agricultural department 


staffed by specialists. They have been helpful to 
farmers both in a technical advisory capacity and in 
the development and analysis of their financial needs. 

The single office Bank of Worcester was organized 
under a State charter in 1884, and has participated in 
no mergers or consolidations. It is a small country 
bank which has enjoyed limited growth due to its 
geographic location and lack of aggressiveness. While 
the condition of the bank is good, it now faces a man- 
agement problem stemming from the recent death of 
its vice president and cashier and from its inability to 
attract young new officers and directors to the bank. 

Active competition in the Albany service area is 
provided by seven commercial banks, one of which 
is the State Bank of Albany with total resources of 
$516 million. Very active competition for deposits 
and mortgages is also provided by seven mutual sav- 
ings banks and seven savings and loan associations in 
the Albany area. The addition of the relatively minor 
amount of deposits from the merging bank to the fig- 
ures of the charter bank will raise National Commer- 
cial’s share of the commercial bank deposits in the Al- 
bany service area by only 0.3 percent. 

Principal competition in the Worcester area is be- 
tween the merging bank and the $24.9 milHon Wilber 
National Bank, Oneonta, N.Y., through its branch lo- 
cated in Schenevus, N.Y., 5^ miles from Worcester. 
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Because of the nature of the intervening topog- 
raphy, the relatively small size of the Worcester com- 
munity, and the distances between offices, no signifi- 
cant competition between the participants exists. The 
nearest branches of the charter bank to the merging 
bank are Cobleskill, N.Y., 16 miles northeast and 
Cooperstown, N.Y., 16 miles northwest. 

There is no overlap in the trade area of Albany and 
Worcester and no competition will be eliminated by 
this merger. The merged bank will be in a position 
to offer broader services to the Worcester service area, 
among which will be a trust depatment and farm 
advisory services. Consummation of the proposal will 
solve the existing management problems of the merg- 
ing bank. The overall effect on the banking struc- 
ture in that area will be beneficial. 

In balancing the factors of this case in light of the 
statutory criteria, the application is found to be in the 
public interest and is hereby approved. 

January 17, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

National Commercial Bank, with 36 offices, $436,- 
346,000 in total assets and $380,168,000 in total de- 


posits, proposes to acquire the Bank of Worcester, 
which has one office, located about 50 miles west of 
Albany, total assets of $2,910,000 and deposits of 
$2,576,000. The charter bank presently has three 
branches adjacent to the service area of the merging 
bank and within 18 miles of Worcester. National 
Commercial and its brandies have $1 15,614 in deposits 
and $133,919 in loans from the Worcester area; the 
merging bank draws no business from the service areas 
of the charter bank’s adjacent branches. The com- 
petition eliminated by the acquisition would therefore 
not be substantial. But the acquisition would elimi- 
nate the only existing independent competitor in the 
Worcester area and would serve to enhance the char- 
ter bank’s present dominant position in the region 
generally. 

The proposed acquisition is one more of a series 
proposed or consummated in recent years in this region 
by large Albany banks, and indicates a pattern of ac- 
tivity which appears to threaten the existence of local 
banks in the region and to this extent may be adverse 
competitively. 


Farmers & Merchants National Bank of Williamsburg, Williamsburg, Pa., and the First National 

Bank op Claysburg, Claysburg, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

1 To be 

operated 

The Farmers & Merchants National Bank of Williamsburg, Williamsburg, Pa. 

32, 003, 046 
9, 229, 370 

1 


and the First National Bank of Claysburg, Claysburg, Pa, (10232), which had. . 

2 


merged Jan. 31, 1964, under charter of the latter bank (10232) and under 
title of “The Central Pennsylvania National Bank of Claysburg.” The 

11,232, 417 


3 





comptroller’s decision 

On November 19, 1963, the $9.2 million First Na- 
tional Bank of Claysburg, Claysburg, Pa., and the $2 
million Farmers & Merchants National Bank of Wil- 
liamsburg, Pa., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter of the 
former and with the title “The Central Pennsylvania 
National Bank of Claysburg.” 

The applicant banks are located in Blair County in 
central Pennsylvania. The only arable land in this 
rugged, hilly area lies in the southern portion of the 
county. Both Claysburg and Duncansville, where the 
charter bank has a branch, have populations of about 
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1,400. Their combined trade area population totals 
about 15,000. While the area is now depressed, its 
economic development program has met with some 
success in the Duncansville area where industrial plants 
provide the chief source of employment. In addition, 
many residents of these communities work in Altoona, 
the principal city in the county. 

Williamsbuig, partially isolated from the rest of the 
county by the rough terrain, is located about 15 miles 
east of Duncansville and 24 miles northeast of Clays- 
burg. Basically a residential community with one 
small retail business district, its principal industries are 
a paper mill and an electric generating plant. The 
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surrounding area adds 2,500 more people to the town’s 
trading area. 

In the general area served by the charter bank and 
its branch are four offices of three other competing 
banks: the $10.5 million Holidaysburg Trust Co., the 
$31 million First National Bank of Altoona, and the 
$43.5 million Altoona Trust Co. The merging bank, 
the smallest in the county, has no branches. Its only 
direct competitor is a branch of the Holidaysburg 
Trust Co. in Williamsburg. Due to its location, the 
merging bank does not compete with the charter bank. 

Approval of the proposed merger will be of sub* 
stantial benefit to the two banks and to the com- 
munities they serve. Considering the banks with which 
the charter and merging banks compete, the applicants 
rank next to last and last in both total loans and 
deposits. Although the resulting bank will still be 
the smallest of the four in the area, it will be in a better 
position to compete effectively with the other three 
larger banks, both through an increased legal lend- 
ing limit and through the opportunity to offer trust 
facilities and other specialized services, to provide more 
efficient bank management, and to automate some 
of its operations. Approval of the application will in 
no way affect the competitive situation between the 
Claysburg and Duncansville communities and the Wil- 


liamsburg community since deposits and loans origi- 
nating in each other’s communities are negligible. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed merg- 
er, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

January 20, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF RF.PORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

There does not appear to be any significant amount 
of competition between these banks that would be 
eliminated by the proposed merger. It would, how- 
ever, eliminate the last independent bank in the Re- 
sulting Bank’s service area, an area characterized by a 
high degree of concentration and several recent merg- 
ers and acquisitions by the three leading banks 
therein. 

On the other hand, neither the charter nor merg- 
ing bank has participated in any mergers or acquisi- 
tions. In addition, the merging bank faces the compe- 
tition of a much larger bank in its service area. 
Furthermore, the charter bank is the smallest bank 
in its service area and its position therein would not be 
materially enhanced by this merger. It would thus 
appear that the effect of this merger on competition 
will not be substantially adverse. 


The First National Bank of Lacona, Lacona, N.Y., and the Merchants National Bank & Trust Co. 

OF Syracuse, Syracuse, N.Y. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation ' 

To be 
operated 


$3, 407,107 

129, 903, 495 

133, 304, 140 

1 


and the Merchants National Bank & Trust Co. of Syracuse, Syracuse, N.Y. 

14 


merged Jan. 31, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (1342). The 

15 




comptroller’s decision 

On November 26, 1963, the $127,7 million Mer- 
chants National Bank & Trust Co. of Syracuse, Syra- 
cuse, N.Y., and the $3.4 million First National Bank 
of Lacona, Lacona, N.Y., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the former. 

Syracuse, population 215,000, is the fourth largest 
city in New York and the seat of Onondaga County. 
Serving a trade area of about 1 million persons, the 
city is a major distribution point for central New York 


and a commercial center with about 400 diversified 
companies. 

Lacona, population 446, is located approximately 45 
miles north of Syracuse. An adjoining village, Sandy 
Creek, has a population of about 7,000. The econ- 
omy of the area is devoted principally to dairy fann- 
ing and, to some extent, poultry farming. Local in- 
dustry is limited to a lumber company employing about 
50 persons, but many residents of Lacona and the sur- 
rounding area are employed in Syracuse and two other 
nearby cities. 
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The charter bank, with 13 branches, is the fourth 
largest commercial bank in the Syracuse area. It 
has 16.94 percent and 18.57 percent, respectively, of 
deposits and loans in its service area. A large staff 
and aggressive management have developed an active 
commercial loan portfolio, large mortgage and con- 
sumer credit departments, and a large volume of 
trust business. 

The merging bank is the only bank in Lacona and 
maintains no branches. It has a relatively small vol- 
ume of consumer loans and the balance of its loan 
portfolio consists of commercial loans. The bank’s 
business is almost entirely derived from Lacona and a 
surrounding area of about 10 miles, which has a popu- 
lation of about 8,500. Although management has 
been aggressive within the limits of the bank’s capa- 
bilities, the only fully experienced executive person- 
nel — the chief executive and his principal assistant — 
plan to retire in the near future and a management 
succession problem is imminent. 

The proposed merger will have no adverse effect on 
competition. The two banks serve areas which do not 
overlap, as the nearest office of the charter bank is 37 
miles from the office of the merging bank. The char- 
ter bank’s competitive position in the Syracuse area 
will not be appreciably enhanced due to its small size. 
There will be no adverse competitive effects in the 
Lacona area because there is no indication that the 
three branches of other large banks located in the area 
and the main office of a small bank located 16 miles 
from Lacona will be unable to compete effectively with 
the resulting bank. On the contrary, the merger 


portends healthy competition in the merging bank’s 
trade area by introducing the services of another large 
and aggressive institution, able and willing to supply 
all banking functions. 

By providing broader banking services to the Lacona 
service area, the merger will serve the needs and con- 
venience of the banking ]3ublic. The charter bank’s 
management is experienced in all phases of branch 
operations and will especially serve the Lacona public 
by ite familiarity with agricultural financing. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in tlie public interest and the 
application is therefore approved. 

January 24, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Merchants National is the smallest of four banks 
located in Syracuse, N.Y., and would remain so fol- 
lowing the proposed merger. It would then possess 
17.75 percent of the deposits and 19.44 percent of the 
loans held by all such banks. 

The head offices of the merging banks are located 
approximately 45 miles apart and it would appear that 
little, if any, direct competition would be eliminated 
by their merger. 

The only other bank competing in First National’s 
service area is a branch of a Syracuse bank which is 
larger than the two merging banks combined and 
would not appear to be adversely affected by the 
merger. 

It is our conclusion that the proposed merger would 
not adversely affect banking competition in any of the 
service areas involved. 


Western Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, Pa., and 
Beaver County Trust Co., New Brighton, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


58, 205, 160 

1 ' 


and the Western Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, Pa. (2222), 

542, 121, 391 

43 


consolidated Feb. 7, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (2222). 
The consolidated bank at the date of consolidation had 

548, 912, 688 

44 


comptroller’s decision 

On November 26, 1963, the $556.7 million Western 
Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, Pa., and 
the $8.6 million Beaver County Trust Co., New Brigh- 
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ton, Pa., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to consolidate imder the charter and 
title of the former. 

McKeesport, a city of 46,000, is situated 11 miles 
southeast of Pittsburgh in Allegheny County and is 
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considered part of the Pittsburgh standard metropoli- 
tan area, a highly industrialized region with the 
principal industries being iron, steel, and related lines. 

New Brighton, a community of 8,397, is located 47 
miles northwest of McKeesport and 30 miles west of 
Pittsburgh in Beaver County. It is in the heart of 
the industrial Beaver Valley whose economy is mainly 
dependent upon steel and related industries. Located 
in New Brighton and directly across the Allegheny 
River, in Beaver Falls, are 18 manufacturing corpora- 
tions employing 5,600 workers. 

The Western Pennsylvania National Bank, although 
headquartered in McKeesport, is considered a Pitts- 
burgh bank as its service area includes all of Allegheny 
County, whose population is 1,665,000. It ranks third 
in size in the Pittsburgh metropolitan area, behind 
Mellon National and Pittsburgh National. The con- 
solidation will have little competitive effect in Alle- 
gheny County where Western Pennsylvania’s share of 
county deposits will be increased less than 1 percent 

Since Western Pennsylvania’s nearest branch office 
is 12 miles from New Brighton and outside the merging 
bank’s trade area, the consolidation will not eliminate 
any significant competition now existing between them. 

As there are nine other banks in the New Brighton 
service area, including branch offices of the large 
Pittsburgh banks, competition will not be significantly 
affected by this consolidation. Both Mellon National 
and the Union National Bank of Pittsburgh operate 
branch offices within 1.5 miles of the Beaver County 
Trust Co. 

The public interest will be served by a local bank- 
ing unit of Western Pennsylvania which will be able 
to furnish the New Brighton banking public with ag- 
gressively competitive management. The resulting 

* * 


local banking unit in New Brighton will have a greatly 
enlarged lending capacity, thereby increasing its utility 
to the business community. In addition, a serious 
management succession problem will be solved. 

Considered in light of the statutory criteria, we 
find the application to be in the public interest and 
the consolidation is therefore approved. 

January 24, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Commercial banking in the Pittsburgh (Allegheny 
County) area, the primary service area of the Western 
Pennsylvania National Bank, is highly concentrated, 
to a lai^e extent as the result of past acquisitions and 
mergers by the leading banks therein. Western itself 
is the third largest bank serving the Pittsburgh area 
and has, since 1953, acquired 19 small- and medium- 
sized banks, most of them in Allegheny County. Ap- 
proval of the instant consolidation would further an 
existing tendency toward monopoly and might ad- 
versely affect potential competition, even though it 
would not eliminate any substantial presently existing 
competition between Western and Beaver Trust. 

As a result of this transaction, the small local banks 
operating in the service area of Beaver Trust will face 
the competition of another giant bank in addition to 
the branches of Pittsburgh’s largest and fourth largest 
banks already there — Mellon National Bank & Trust 
Co. and the Union National Bank of Pittsburgh. 
This situation may impose on these small banks a 
handicap similar to that alleged in the application as 
being one of the reasons for Beaver Trust’s interest in 
consolidating with Western. 

In all respects, therefore, the effect of this proposed 
consolidation upon competition must be deemed to 
be adverse. 

* 


The Seaboard Citizens National Bank of Norfolk, Norfolk, Va., and the Farmers Bank of Holland, 

Inc., Holland, Va. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj Iransaclion 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$2,876, 157 , 
103, 615, 510 

106, 102, 722 

1 


and Seaboard Citizens National Bank, Norfolk, Va. (10194), which had. . . . 
merged Feb. 12, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (10194) . . 

9 



10 




comptroller’s decision 

On November 27, 1963, the $90 million Seaboard 
Citizens National Bank of Norfolk, Norfolk, Va., and 


the $2.5 million Farmers Bank of Holland, Inc., Hol- 
land, Va., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter and title of 
the former. 
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Norfolk’s major source of employment comes from 
the Navy which contributed more than $430 million 
in payrolls during 1961. The area is also one of the 
State’s leading industrial centers with more than 330 
manufacturing establishments in the area. The value 
of products manufactured in 1960 was $468 million 
with capital expenditures in excess of $7 million. 
Retail sales amounted to $563 million in 1960 from 
over 4,000 establishments. 

Nansemond County, service area of the merging 
bank, is on the outer extremity of the Norfolk metro- 
politan area and has a combined economic base of 
industry and agriculture. In 1958, there were 34 
manufacturing, 17 wholesale and 6,361 retail estab- 
lishments in the county. The agricultural portion of 
the economy is predominantly devoted to the produc- 
tion of peanuts, while other farming operations include 
the raising of corn, soy beans, hogs, and beef cattle. 
Situated only 29 miles southwest of Norfolk, with 
many of its residents employed in industrial plants 
there, Holland shares in the general economic growth 
of the Norfolk area. 

The Seaboard Citizens National Bank is the seventh 
largest in the State and the second largest in the Nor- 
folk area. It is far smaller than the $343 million Vir- 
ginia National Bank which operates a branch in 
Suffolk only 1 1 miles from the merging bank. The 
merger of the Farmers Bank of Holland into Seaboard 
Citizens will not change the relevant standings of banks 
in the area, nor wUl it have any significant effect on 
the competitive climate. There will still be 10 banking 
ofGces within an 11-mile radius of Holland. There 
is no direct competition between the merg^g and 
merged banks and the addition of the Farmer’s Bank 
assets will add only 0.3 percent to Seaboard’s propor- 
tionate holdings of IPC deposits and loans. 

The proposal will offer to citizens of the Holland 
area the full services of a commercial bank, something 


which the merging bank was not able to do. It will 
offer increased lending limits to industry in the area, 
which up to now had to go outside of the community 
for their larger loans. It will also relieve a serious 
management deficiency problem by adding the depth 
and quality of the Seaboard management to the per- 
sonnel now present in the Farmers Bank. In general, 
the merged bank will give; to the citizens of Holland 
a sound, competitive, complete alternate banking 
facility. 

Applying the statutory' criteria to the proposed 
merger we conclude it is in the public interest, ajid the 
application is therefore approved. 

January 24, 1964. 

SUMMARY OP REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Seaboard Citizens National Bank of Norfolk 
had total assets of $105,611,000 as of October 31, 1963, 
The Fanners Bank of Holland, Inc., is located in Hol- 
land, a town 29 miles southwest of Norfolk. As of 
October 13, 1963, it had total assets of $2,532,000. 
Each of the eight banks operating in the service area 
of Farmers Bank were independent banks in Decem- 
ber of 1962. Should this application be approved and 
the pending application of Virginia National Bank to 
merge Tidewater Bank & Trust Co. be approved, only 
three of these eight banks will remain independent, 
the other five having either been merged by a much 
larger bank or absorbed by a bank holding company. 
These three remaining independent banks, already 
operating at a competitive disadvantage with the 
existing larger banks in the service area, will be faced 
with competition from still another much larger bank. 

It is our view that the effect of the proposed merger 
on competition, standing alone, would not have a 
significant adverse effect. However, it is part of a 
trend that threatens the existence of smaller banks in 
Virginia and in the Suffolk area in particular. 


* * * 


Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Co., Harrkburg, Pa., and the First National Bank of New 

Bloomfield, New Bloomfield, Pa. 




Banking offices 

J{ame oj bank and type oj transaction 

1 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of New Bloomfield, New Bloomfield, Pa. (5133), with . . J 
and the Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Co., Harrisbtirg, Pa. (580), which 

34,847,238 i 

117, 908,599 

122,755,833 

1 


9 


merged Feb. 14, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter (580). The 
merged bank at the date of merger had 


10 
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COMPTROLLERS DECISION 

On December 2, 1963, the $126 million Harrisburg 
National Bank & Trust Co., Harrisburg, Pa., and the 
$4.6 million First National Bank of New Bloomfield, 
New Bloomfield, Pa., applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and title of the former. 

Harrisburg, a city of 79,697, is located in south cen- 
tral Pennsylvania on the Susquehanna River. As the 
State capital, it provides employment for numerous 
State employees, and due to the presence of three army 
depots and other Federal Government installations, for 
more than 38,000 Federal workers as well. While the 
Harrisburg population has declined since the 1950 
census, the population of Dauphin County, of which 
Harrisburg is the county seat, has increased 1 1 percent. 
The county, as the center of a trading area of about 
360,000 people, has substantial industrial activity, pri- 
marily in the iron and steel fabricating field, and a 
thriving commercial life. 

New Bloomfield, the county seat of Perry County, 
lies 29 miles northwest of Harrisburg and has a popu- 
lation of about 1,000.. Although there is some light 
industrial activity, small- to medium-size dairy farm- 
ing and related agricultural pursuits constitute the 
economic base of the area. As Perry County is within 
commuting distance of Harrisburg, many of the area’s 
residents are employed there and in other surrounding 
communities. Because of the movement from Harris- 
burg to the suburbs, the county’s population has 
increased slightly to 26,582. 

Strong competitive factors are present in the region 
served by the charter bank. Numerous nonbank 
finance institutions, such as insurance companies, credit 
unions and finance companies, operate in the trade 
area. In Harrisburg three banks, two approximately 
equal in size to the charter bank and one smaller, oflfer 
effective competition. Although all of the banks serv- 
ing the trade area outside Harrisburg are small, each 
offers strong competition to the various branches of the 
charter bank, and of the two other large banks, located 
in Dauphin and surrounding counties. 

The merging bank, third largest of eight banks in 
Perry County, is a single-office bank. Little com- 


petition exists between it and the other banks in the 
New Bloomfield area. Local nonbank financial in- 
stitutions offer services usually available from banks 
but not readily available at Perry County banks. 

The effect of the proposed merger on competition 
in the New Bloomfield area will be beneficial. The 
resulting bank will supply aggressive and enlightened 
banking by offering trust services, installment loans, 
wider mortgage financing and a greatly increased 
lending limit. While the resulting bank will be much 
larger than any of its competitors in Perry County, the 
history of the charter bank’s operation indicates that 
its policies stimulate rather than suppress competition. 
The resulting bank, therefore, should emerge as the 
touchstone for intensified competition. 

A serious management problem exists in the merg- 
ing bank since the death of its former president. This 
merger will solve the problem. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and it is, therefore, approved. 

February 12, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Co., which 
had deposits of $108,955,000 as of September 30, 1963, 
has merged eight banks since 1952. These eight banks 
had deposits of $72,857,665 at the time they were 
meiged, which deposits equal about 70 percent of the 
present deposits of Harrisburg National. 

The First National Bank of New Bloomfield with 
deposits of $4,135,000 presently competes with seven 
banks, two of which are about the same size as First 
National of New Bloomfield and the rest smaller. 
Should this proposed merger be approved, these banks 
will be at a competitive disadvantage with a branch of 
Harrisburg National with a lending limit of $1 million, 
fiduciary powers and modern accounting equipment. 
These small banks will undoubtedly seek similar merg- 
ers to overcome their competitive handicap and thus 
foster the disappearance of additional independent 
banks. 

It is our view that the effect of this proposed 
merger on competition will be adverse. 
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The Danvers National Bank, Danvers, Mass., and the Security Trust Co., Lynn, Mass. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 


Total assets 


Banking offices 


In To be 

operation operated 


Security Trust Co., Lynn, Mass., with 

and the Danvers National Bank, Danvers, Mass. (7452), which had 

consolidated Feb. 21, 1964, under charter of the latter bank (7452) and 
under title of “Security-Danvers National Bank.’* The consolidated batik 
at the date of consolidation had 


$29, 783, 695 3 

9, 477, 099 4 

39,260,794 


7 


comptroller’s decision 

On November 21, 1963, the $9.9 million Danvers 
National Bank, Danvers, Mass., and the $30.9 million 
Security Trust Co., Lynn, Mass., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to consolidate 
under the charter of the former and with the title, 
“The Security-Danvers National Bank.” 

The applicant banks are located in southern Essex 
County, an area north of Boston bordering the Atlantic 
Ocean. The economy and transportation facilities of 
the area are integrated with metropolitan Boston. 

Danvers, a town of about 22,000, is located about 17 
miles north of Boston and 6 miles north of Lynn. 
While basically residential, it has a great deal of in- 
dustrial activity and has been rapidly expanding both 
in population and industrial activity over the past 10 
years. 

Lynn, with a population of about 94,000, is located 
1 1 miles north of Boston. Once the leading shoe man- 
ufacturing center in the United States, it is now a di- 
versified industrial center. In 1961 its 2,030 firms, 
predominantly manufacturing in nature, had an 
annual payroll of $200.6 million and employed 38,465 
persons. While there has been a substantial residential 
movement to the suburbs and a concurrent com- 
mercial and industry migration, the urban redevelop- 
ment plan and the efforts to attract new industry to 
Lynn forecast an upturn in the community’s economy. 

Strong competitive factors exist in the communi- 
ties served by the charter and consolidating banks. 
Not only are 15 commercial banks located there, 
but also 10 savings banks, 5 cooperative banks, and a 
number of nonbanking finance offices have offices 
in the area. Other competition is offered by the large 
Boston banks which advertise extensively in the ap- 
plicants’ communities. 

In the Danvers area the potential market for loans 
exceeds the availability of the loanable funds of the 
charter bank, and this limitation handicaps the bank’s 
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efforts to serve its area lully. The charter bank also 
lacks trust p>owers. In Lynn, however, growth has 
slowed so as to compel the consolidating bank to find 
new outlets for its funds. At the same time, the bank’s 
efforts to expand its facilities and services by branching 
outside of Lynn into areas where growth potential exists 
have been unsuccessful. 

Consolidation will result in a broader based, better 
balanced institution that will more effectively serve 
the convenience and needs of the communities. Each 
bank can supply what the; other lacks, the consolidating 
bank supplying the sorely needed additional funds and 
trust service, and the charter bank the area of growth 
potential. Since the consolidation will provide addi- 
tional resources and lending capacity, the resulting 
bank will be in a position to compete more effectively 
in its area with the other banks located there, and par- 
ticularly with the larger Boston banks. The negligible 
competition and the slight overlap of activities between 
the two banks insure that the competitive structure of 
southern Essex County will remain unchanged. The 
consolidation will neither eliminate existing competi- 
tion nor deprive the communities of a banking alter- 
native, but will instead maintain the local character of 
the resulting bank’s facilities. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed con- 
solidation, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is therefore approved. 

January 24, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Danvers National Bank, Danvers, Mass., with assets 
of $9,914,000, proposes to consolidate with Security 
Trust Co., Lynn, Mass., with assets of $30,912,000. 

Security’s facilities have been confined to Lynn, and 
severe competition from Boston banks, 12 miles south, 
is presently being experienced in the area which is 
gradually becoming an integral part of the trade and 
population area of metropolitan Boston. On this ac- 
count and from other facts given in support of the 
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application, we conclude that the competitive factors economic growth have been great and a substantial 
involved in the acquisition of Security by the charter market for loans exists, would not be significantly 
bank, which is located in an area where population and adverse. 

■* * * 


The Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pa., and Commonwealth Bank & Trust Co., 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 




Banking offices 

.Vame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

operation 

To be 
operated 


8164,640,486 ' 

222, 879, 859 : 

387,520,345 

12 


and the Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pa. (705), which 

18 


consolidated Feb. 28, 1964, under charter and title of the latter (705). The 
consolidated bank at the date of consolidation had ' 

1 

29 


comptroller’s decision 

On December 27, 1963, the $224.8 million Union 
National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pa., and the $163.6 mil- 
lion Commonwealth Bank & Trust Co., Pittsburgh, Pa., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to consolidate under the charter and title of 
the former. 

The applicant banks are headquartered in Pitts- 
burgh, Allegheny County, and have offices in five 
adjoining counties. This industrial complex had a 
population of 2,600,000 in 1960, reflecting a relatively 
low growth of 9 percent since 1950. The Pittsbui^h 
area has, for many years, been one of the most im- 
portant centers of steel and heavy industry in the world 
and, in 1960, contributed over $2.9 billion to value 
added in manufacture, as compared to $2.7 billion in 
1958. While the most important single industry in 
the six-county area is primary metals, or more specifi- 
cally, iron and steel, fabricated metal products, non- 
electrical and electrical machinery are also significant 
factors in the economy, along with food processing and 
stone, clay and glass products. 

Coal mining, too, has long been associated with the 
Pittsburgh area, which contains some of the world’s 
richest coal deposits. Although total mining employ- 
ment declined 60 percent between 1950 and 1960, the 
region, in 1961, mined 20 million tons of bituminous 
coal, amounting to one-third of the State’s total 
production. 

The Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, which was 
founded in 1857 as the Diamond Savings Institution, 
became a National Bank on January 12, 1865, in the 
early years of the National Banking System. It re- 
mained a single-office institution until 1958, when an 


expansion program was initiated in order to better 
compete with the three larger area banks. Since 1958 
Union National has acquired six banks: Allegheny 
Trust Co., Pittsburgh, a single-office bank with $9.4 
million deposits and $5.6 million loans; First National 
Bank in Tarentum, $10.1 million deposits, $5.6 million 
loans and one branch; the Farmers National Bank of 
Beaver Falls, two branches, $16.2 million deposits and 
$7.6 million loans; the Coraopolis Trust Co. and its 
wholly owned subsidiary Coraopolis National Bank, 
$17.1 million deposits, $6 million loans and two main 
oflBces, one of which was discontinued; the Bridgeville 
National Bank, six branches, $22.4 million deposits 
and $13.7 loans; and the Imperial Bank, Imperial, 
with no branches, $3.6 million deposits and $1.3 mil- 
lion loans. The charter bank has thus acquired 15 
branch offices, $78.8 million in deposits and $39.8 mil- 
lion in loans through various mergers and consolida- 
tions, all of which involved small banks with serious 
management succession problems. With the addition 
of 2 de novo branches, Union National presently has 
17 branches, including 9 in Allegheny County, 3 in 
Beaver County, 4 in Washington County, and 1 in 
Westmoreland County. When its two approved but 
unopened branches are included, the charter bank 
will have 5 percent of the banking offices in the area. 
As of September 30, 1963, Union National had total 
deposits of $192.8 million and loans of $105.5 mil- 
lion, which are 3.96 and 4.88 percent, respectively, of 
the deposits and loans held by all commercial banks 
in the Pittsburgh six-county metropolitan area. 

Commonwealth Bank & Trust Co., which was char- 
tered by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania on April 
25, 1902, has acquired two banks during the past 10 
years: South Hills Trust Co., Pittsburgh, a single- 
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office institution with deposits of $4.3 million and loans 
of $1.1 million; and the Butler Savings & Trust Co., 
Butler, with three branches, $31.5 million in deposits 
and $16.1 million in loans. The bank presently oper- 
ates 1 1 branches, of which six are in Allegheny County, 
four in Butler County and one in Armstrong County. 
It operates 3 per cent of all area banking offices. Its 
September 30, 1963, deposits totaled $150.3 million 
and its loans totaled $60.4 million, which represent 3.09 
and 2.8 percent, respectively, of total deposits and loan 
of all area commercial banks. 

Both the charter bank, fourth largest in the area, 
and the consolidating bank, fifth largest, are offered 
strong competition by the three larger banking institu- 
tions. The $2.7 billion Mellon National Bank & Trust 
Co., Pittsburgh, is by far the largest bank in the area, 
being more than twice the size of any other commercial 
bank in the region. Its $2.3 billion deposits represent 
48.11 percent of area deposits, and its $932.4 million 
in loans are 43.16 percent of area loans. Mellon Na- 
tional also operates 75 branches and has 9 branches 
approved but unopened, for a total of 25 percent of 
the 6-county area banking offices. 

The second ranking bank in the area is the $1.1 
billion Pittsburgh National Bank, Pittsburgh, whose 
59 branches and 14 approved but unopened branches 
total 21 percent of the area’s banking offices. Pitts- 
burgh National has 21.15 percent of area deposits, 
with $1 billion, and 21.6 percent of area loans, with 
$466 million. 

Western Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, 
is the third largest bank in the area, with total re- 
sources of $502.3 million. With $464 million in 
deposits and $225.7 million in loans, it holds 9.53 and 
10.45 percent, respectively, of total deposits and loans 
in the Pittsburgh complex. Western Pennsylvania has 
15 percent of area banking offices, with 42 branches 
and 7 approved but unopened branches. 

There are 59 smaller commercial banks operating in 
the 6-county area which have a total of 5 1 operating 
and approved but unopened branches, for a total of 
32 percent of area banking offices. Their aggregate 
deposits total $689.8 million, or 14.16 percent of area 
deposits, and their loans, $369.7 million, or 17.11 per- 
cent of area loans. Total resources of these 59 institu- 
tions is $773 million. 

Additional competition is offered by the $239 mil- 
lion Dollar Savings Bank, a mutual financial institu- 
tion which holds $219 million in deposits and $137 
million in loans. The Pittsburgh financial market 
also lists 165 savings and loan associations with total 
assets of $1.3 billion, and 372 credit unions with re- 
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sources of $94 million. Further competition for loans 
is offered by the major insurance companies and the 
more than 50 sales finance and personal loan com- 
panies. 

The resulting bank will be a $380.3 million 
institution with 7 percent of area deposits and 7.68 
percent of area loans. It will have 31 branches, repre- 
senting 8 percent of total banking offices. Approval of 
the application will not change its ranking as the fourth 
largest bank in the Pittsburgh area but will make it 
closer in size to Western Pennsylvania National Bank. 
It will remain considerably smaller than Mellon Na- 
tional and Pittsburgh National, 

The primary reason advanced in favor of approval 
of this consolidation is to enable the applicants to 
compete more effectively with the three much larger 
banks serving Pittsburgh and its environs. Retail 
banking services have assumed increased importance 
during recent years and a comprehensive branching 
system is necessary in order to adequately compete in 
this field. Mellon National, Pittsburgh National, and 
Western Pennsylvania, with 85, 74, and 50 approved 
offices, respectively, are considerably stronger than 
Union National’s 20 approved offices or Common- 
wealth’s 12. By consoHdating, the resulting bank will 
have 32 offices, which will make it more competitive 
with the top three banks. 

The growing borrowing requirements of existing 
customers offer another example of the need for this 
consolidation. With lending limits of $1.75 million 
for Union National and $1.2 million for Common- 
wealth, both banks are at a competitive disadvantage 
in seiving the needs of large borrowers. The applica- 
tion cites several instances of actual cases where val- 
uable business has been lost in whole or in part to a 
larger bank in the area due to the lower lending limits 
of the consolidating bank. Pittsburgh’s industrial and 
commercial enterprises are heavy users of debt capital 
and are also courted by the New York, Chicago, Cleve- 
land, and Philadelphia banks. The resulting bank’s 
lending limit of $3 million, while only one-tenth of 
Mellon National’s $30 million and one-third of Pitts- 
burgh National’s $9 million, will at least bring it 
closer to the $3.8 million lending limit of Western 
Pennsylvania. 

Approval of the consolidation will also enable the 
resulting bank to install electronic data processing 
equipment to provide additional services to banking 
customers comparable with those already offered by 
the three larger area banks. And, although senior 
management at both banks is of high quality, the 
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consolidation will petuni i*ao.n- deT>th and balance on 
the intermediate and junior levels. 

Because of the location of the main offices of the 
consolidating banks in downtown Pittsburgh, a min- 
imal amount of competition presently existing be- 
tween them will be eliminated. A review of deposits 
and loans of $5,000 or more revealed that the institu- 
tion had but 157 common depositors and 7 common 
borrowers. It should also be pointed out that several 
of the common depositors are large corporations which 
carry primary accounts at one bank and small con- 
venience accounts at the other. 

Another question which must be considered in eval- 
uating this proposal is whether it will have a tendency 
toward monopoly. It is true that the four largest 
area banks presently hold more than 80 percent of area 
deposits. However, the bulk of this is in the Mellon 
bank, which holds more than 48 percent of deposits, 
while the consolidating banks hold only 3.96 and 
3.09 percent for a total of 7.05 percent. Nevertheless, 
even if the four largest banks are used as a basis for 
determining concentration of banking resources, ap- 
proval of the proposal will result in an increase in con- 
centration of only 3.75 percent in deposits and 3.5 per- 
cent in loans. The consolidation will therefore have 
no tendency toward monopoly nor would it result in 
any undue increase of the market share of the result- 
ing bank. 

The competitive effect of the proposal on the smaller 
commercial banks in the six-county area will be rela- 
tively unchanged. These banks, which are presently 
in competition with the applicants and the three larger 
area banks, will not be significantly affected. The 
competition of the resulting bank and its branches will 
not render the smaller banks anv more or less competi- 
tive than they are at present. 

Approval of the proposal will enable the resulting 
bank to compete more effectively with its larger 
competitors and will, at the same time, permit it to 
offer e.xpanded services to the banking public. The 
proposal evidences no tendency toward monopoly and, 
while a nominal amount of competition between the 
consolidating banks will be eliminated, there will be no 
adverse competitive effect on the smaller area banks. 

Having weighed the proposal in light of the statutory 
criteria, we find it to be in the public interest and 
it is therefore approved. 

February 28, 1964. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Union National is the fourth largest commercial 
bank in Pittsburgh with assets of $224,160,000, deposits 
of $199, 336,000, loans of $111,714,000, and 18 offices. 
Commonwealth Trust is fifth largest in the city with 
assets of $163,669,000, deposits of $147,389,000, loans 
of $61,122,000, and 12 banking offices. These 2 banks 
have acquired a total of 9 banks since 1954. 

Union National accounts for about 4 percent of 
deposits and 5 percent of loans in Allegheny County 
and five contiguous counties in which a Pittsburgh 
bank may establish branch offices under Pennsylvania 
law. Commonwealth Trust holds 3 percent of total 
deposits and loans in this area. 

Pittsburgh is one of the most highly concentrated 
major banking markets in the Nation. The top five 
banks account for 92 percent of deposits and 91 per- 
cents of loans in Allegheny County and for 86 percent 
of deposits and 83 percent of loans in the entire six- 
county area. The top two banks together, Mellon Na- 
tional Bank and Pittsburgh National Bank, account 
for from 65 to 75 percent of these totals. Much of this 
concentration is the result of a pronounced merger 
trend since 1950 which has seen the 6 largest banks 
absorb at least 65 banks, leaving but 64 banks in the 6- 
county area. The justification for the proposed merger 
stems in large part from the competitive handicap of 
competing with the three largest banks in the area 
which have been permitted to obtain their dominant 
position in substantial part from permission to merge 
and consolidate with other banks and the opening 
of numerous de novo offices in the area served by them. 
It is obvious that competition cannot be maintained 
in this area as long as the dominant institutions are 
permitted to acquire or merge with other banks and 
obtain numerous de novo branches in the area. 

The proposed consolidation might strengthen the 
resulting bank’s ability to compete with the three larg- 
est banks in the area. But it would at the same time 
eliminate a substantial amount of direct competition 
between the consolidating banks and add significantly 
to concentration in a market already highly concen- 
trated, in part by a series of mergers in which the con- 
solidating banks have participated. By the consolida- 
tion, one of just six banks in the area which could make 
loans in excess of $400,000 would be eliminated. 

We conclude that the proposed consolidation would 
have a serious adverse effect upon competition. 
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Lincoln National Bank & Trust Go. of Central New York, Syracuse, N.Y., and First National Bank 

OF Minoa, Minoa, N.Y. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$6, 273,433 

156, 033, 619 

162,211,424 ‘ 

1 


and Lincoln National Bank & Trust Co. of Central New York, Syracuse, N.Y. 

u 

1 


merged Feb. 28, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (13393). 

The merged bank at the date of merger had 

15 


comptroller’s decision 

On December 6, 1963, the $160 million Lincoln 
National Bank & Trust Go. of Central New York, 
Syracuse, N.Y., and the $6.3 million First National 
Bank of Minoa, Minoa, N.Y., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the former. 

Syracuse, with a population of about 216,000, is the 
fourth largest city in New York and the focal point of 
a metropolitan area of about 423,000. Centrally lo- 
cated in the State, Syracuse is a distribution center 
served by three major airlines, two trunk line railroads, 
and two limited access superhighways which quadrisect 
the State. The economy of the Syracuse metropolitan 
area is widely diversified and holds promise for con- 
tinued growth. 

Minoa, with a population of 1,800, is a residential 
community about 9 miles east of downtown Syracuse. 
It is in the Syracuse trade area and many of its resi- 
dents commute to Syracuse for employment. 

The charter bank is a full-service institution, operat- 
ing 7 branches in the Syracuse area and 6 in outlying 
communities. It is the third largest of 4 commercial 
banks in Syracuse. It also competes in this service 
area with 2 mutual savings banks, 4 savings and loan 
associations and 1 3 finance companies. 

The merging bank is the only bank in Minoa. Its 
nearest competitors are in Syracuse. This limited 
service bank will soon be faced with a management 
succession problem due to the impending retirement 
of its president. 

The inhabitants of Minoa will be the primary bene- 
ficiaries of the proposed merger. Not only will they 

* 


be afforded trust services locally, but the resulting bank 
will introduce installment lending to the area. More- 
over, along with offering improved banking services 
locally, the merging bank will also find a solution to its 
management succession problem. 

Applying the statutory' criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

February 17, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Lincoln National is third in size among four com- 
mercial banks with head offices in Syracuse. It has 
$142 million in deposits or approximately 24 percent 
of the deposits held by banks competing within its 
service area. First National is a unit bank located in 
the Village of Minoa, 5 miles east of Syracuse. It 
has $5.7 million in deposits, or about 1 percent of 
deposits of banks competing in its service area. 

The service area of Lincoln National extends well 
beyond the city of Syracuse and includes almost all of 
the service area of First National. However, the 
amount of competition between the banks appears not 
to be significant due to the size and limited range of 
services of First National. 

The proposed merger will not significantly alter the 
banking structure in the relevant area. Lincoln Na- 
tional will increase its market share by only 1 percent 
and will continue to be the third largest bank in Syra- 
cuse. It is unlikely that adverse effects will be felt 
by smaller independent banks, the closest of which is 
13 miles from First National. We therefore conclude 
that the proposed merger will have no substantial ad- 
verse effects upon competition. 
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Old National Bank of Washington, Spokane, Wash., and the First National Bank of Pullman, 

Pullman, Wash. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj transaciion 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


SI 5, 342, 275 

176, 873, 976 

191, 719, 372 

2 


and Old National Bank of Washington, Spokane, Wash. (4668), which 

27 


merged Feb. 28, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (4668). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

29 


comptroller’s decision 

On December 11, 1963, the $186.7 million Old 
National Bank of Washington, Spokane, Wash., and 
the $14.5 million First National Bank of Pullman, 
Pullman, Wash., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge the charter and 
with the title of the former. 

Spokane, with a population of about 182,000, sup- 
ported by agriculture, mining, lumbering, light manu- 
facturing and trade facilities, is the second largest city 
in the State and the principal city in the so-called 
Inland Empire which comprises eastern Washington, 
northern Idaho, and western Montana. 

The Spokane area relies primarily on agricultural 
products and related industries for its economic sup- 
port. The more important of these products are 
grains, sugar beets, hops, fruits, and row crops. The 
secondary economic factors of the area are lumbering, 
mining, and manufacturing, in that order but with 
the latter showing a much stronger percentage of 
increase in recent years. 

Pullman, located 80 miles south of Spokane, has a 
population in excess of 13,000, including approxi- 
mately 8,000 seasonal residents enrolled at Washington 
State University. The university is rapidly expanding 
and has supplanted agriculture as the primary eco- 
nomic support of Pullman. 

Old National Bank, the seventh largest bank in 
Washington, is an affiliate of Old National Corp., a 
registered bank holding company. The bank main- 
tains 28 branches throughout the eastern half of the 
State. Other statewide banks having branches in the 
trade area of the charter bank are the Seattle-First 


National Bank, the largest in the State, with 101 
branches and the National Bank of Commerce, the 
second largest with 67 branches. 

Approval of the proposed merger will be primarily 
beneficial to the merging bank and the community 
which it serves, by providing trust services, larger lend- 
ing capacity, and the services of the charter bank’s 
agricultural agent. The proposed merger will not 
affect the competitive banking picture in eastern 
Washington to any extent, nor eliminate any substan- 
tial competition between the charter and the merging 
banks, since the two banks do not directly compete at 
the present time. Though an independent bank will 
be eliminated, it will be replaced by a stronger banking 
facility better able to compete with the branch of 
Seattle-First National Bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

February 12, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger of the First National Bank of 
Pullman, Pullman, Wash., into the Old National Bank 
of Washington, Spokane, Wash., will not have a sig- 
nificant adverse effect upon competition. 

First Pullman has apparently not been successfully 
competing with a branch of Seattle-First National 
Bank located in Pullman, Wash. The proposed trans- 
action will provide a stronger competitor in the area. 
Finally, no substantial direct competition between First 
Pullman and Old National Bank will be eliminated by 
tlie proposed merger and consolidation. 
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The Liberty National Bank & Trust Co., Buffalo, N.Y., and the Peoples Bank of Erie County, Ham- 
burg, N.Y. 




; Banking offices 

J'iame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

- ! 
operation 

To be 
operated 


$22, 313, 663 
297, 076, 017 

319, 308, 335 

2 


and Liberty National Bank Trust Co., Buffalo, N.Y. (1 5080), which had .... 
merged Mar. 5, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (15080). 

30 


32 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 7, 1964, the $288 million Liberty Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co., Buffalo, N.Y., and the $22 
million Peoples Bank of Erie County, Hamburg, N.Y., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge tmder the charter and with the title 
of the former. 

Buffalo, the county seat of Erie County and the sec- 
ond largest city in New York, with a population of 
541,282, is the focal point of a service area which 
approaches 1 million inhabitants. Although the popu- 
lation of the city has declined slightly since 1950, the 
area has experienced the substantial population in- 
crease of 20 percent since that time, reflecting a move- 
ment to the suburbs. Buffalo and the surrounding area 
constitute the eighth largest manufacturing center 
in the Nation. Heavy industry dominates a diver- 
sified manufacturing structure composed of many na- 
tional corporations as well as smaller local plants. 
With business indicators presently moving upward 
from a relatively high base level and unemployment 
at a lower rate than in any year since 1957, the out- 
look for the Buffalo area economy is favorable. 

The village of Hamburg, whose population is 9,124, 
is located 12 miles south of Buffalo in the town of 
Hamburg, and is comprised principally of middle-in- 
come families who work in the industrial complexes of 
Buffalo and other nearby towns. The village, which 
has numerous commercial enterprises, has long been 
a trading center for the surrounding area. Although 
population growth of the village has been moderate, a 
more rapid increase in the future is expected because 
of its proximity to Buffalo, improved public facilities, 
and imminent construction of the Boston Expressway, 
a superhighway which will connect Buffalo with Ham- 
burg and points south. 

The charter bank, with 30 offices, is the third largest 
bank in Buffalo. It is appreciably surpassed in size by 
the $1,042 million Marine Trust Co. of western New 

80 


York and the $620 million Manufacturers & Traders 
Trust Co., both of which have headquarters in Buffalo 
and branch throughout western New York. Marine 
Trust Co. has 64 offices and Manufacturers & Traders 
Trust Co. has 46 offices. Five other banks in the Buf- 
falo service area range in size from the $9.2 million 
Lincoln National Bank, Buffalo, to the $77 million 
Chautauqua National Bank of Jamestown, a mem- 
ber of the Marine Midland group. 

The merging bank, which serves the village of 
Hamburg, has one branch in nearby North Collins, an 
agricultural community. A branch of the Marine 
Trust Co. is the only other bank in the village of 
Hamburg. 

The charter bank is a full-service institution which, 
until recently, has concentrated on serving the city of 
Buffalo, while the population movement has been to 
the suburbs. In contrast, the two dominant banks in 
the area have established extensive branching systems 
and, consequently, have placed the charter bank in a 
difficult competitive position. The fact that the Ma- 
rine Trust Co. controls 44.6 percent, and the Manu- 
facturers & Traders Trust Co. 24.7 percent, of the 
commercial banking resources in the service area 
makes obvious the conclusion that the charter bank, 
which has 10.9 percent of the area’s banking resources, 
is not a giant in the Buffalo area. The addition of 
the resources of the merging bank will make the char- 
ter bank a more competitive force in Buffalo by in- 
creasing its lending limit although the limit will still 
not approach that of the two largest banks. In addi- 
tion, the broader market area will allow the charter 
bank to service business and individual customers who 
require a bank with facilities in a large service area. 

Although the merger will improve the banking struc- 
ture in Buffalo, and western New York, its main effect 
will clearly be felt in Hamburg. The market area of 
the merging bank is largely limited to the village of 
Hamburg, as 79.1 percent of the bank’s deposits origi- 
nate in the village and the remainder in surrounding 
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towns. Only one-one hundredth of 1 percent of the 
charter bank's deposits come from tlie village of Ham- 
burg, even though the charter bank has a branch 3 
miles awa\'. 

The sole competition to the merging bank comes 
from the local branch of Marine Trust Co. The dis- 
parity in size and the limited services available from 
the merging bank make competition increasingly dif- 
ficult. The small lending limit forces the merging 
bank to deal only with the very small customers and 
leaves Marine Trust Co. to serve the medium industrial 
accounts which are important in the area. Such serv- 
ices as business development and an experienced trust 
department are beyond the capacities of the merging 
bank. The fact that the Marine Trust Co. clears the 
merging bank's checks further indicates a less-than- 
perfect competitive structure in the village. 

A serious problem of management succession pre- 
sents a compelling consideration. It is an axiom of 
the banking industry that a bank is only as effective as 
its management. A depletion in the ranks of man- 
agement and an inability to recruit new management 
personnel create a serious problem for any bank. This 
is precisely the situation in which the merging bank 
finds itself. Two presidents have died within 8 years 
and an executive officer resigned recently. There has 
been no long-range development of middle manage- 
ment, and efforts over the past 3 years to hire officers 
have been fruitless. Consequently, senior manage- 
ment is inadequate in the face of present demands, no 
successor management exists, and junior management 
is insufficient. The experienced and extensive man- 
agement of the charter bank can adequately fill the 
gap and provide full-range banking services, such as 


a progressive loan-deposit ratio, a real estate loan de- 
partment, automation and extensive trust facilities, all 
of which are absent in the merging bank. 

Appl)ing the relevant statutory criteria to the pro- 
posal to merge, we conclude that it is in the public 
interest and the application is therefore approved. 

March 3, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Commercial banking in the Ninth Banking Dis- 
trict, in which both of the merging banks are located, 
is highly concentrated, with the three largest banks 
accounting for 77 percent of the total assets and 64 
percent of the offices of all such banks. Liberty Na- 
tional is the third largest bank in the District and ac- 
counts for 10.75 percent of the banking assets. Since 
1945 the number of independent banks in the District 
has decreased from 91 to 40. Six independent banks 
have been lost through mergers with Liberty National 
since 1961. 

As the number of independent banks declines, the 
importance of retaining the competitive activity of any 
given one of them increases proportionately. Peoples 
Bank, the 10th largest bank in the District, appears 
to have a good opportunity for continued growth. In 
our opinion, in view of the direct competition which 
would be eliminated and the stimulus which would 
be given to further mergers, the effect on competition 
of the proposed merger of Liberty National and Peoples 
Bank would be substantially adverse. 

Our concern about further concentration of banking 
in the Ninth Banking District was previously voiced 
by the New York State Superintendent of Banks who in 
1962 disapproved this proposed merger. 


* * * 


The Michigan National Bank, Lansing, Mich., and the Grand Ledge State Bank, Grand Ledge, Mich., 
AND THE Loan & Deposit State Bank, Grand Ledge, Mich. 




Bankin 

? offices 

JVanie of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

1 

In 

operation 

. To be 

i operated 

\ 


$6,887, 000 
4, 562, 000 

714, 648, 000 
724, 811, 000 

1 

1 


1 


were purchased "Mar. 14, 1964, by Michigan National Bank, Lansing, Mich. 

17 


After the.' purchase was effected, the receiving bank had ! 

19 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 13, 1963, the Michigan National Bank, 
Lansing, Mich., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 


rency for permission to purchase the assets and assume 
the liabilities of the Grand Ledge State Bank, Grand 
Ledge, Mich., and the Loan & Deposit State Bank, 
Grand Ledge, Mich. 
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Lansing has a population of 108,000, and is both the 
capital of Michigan and one of the principal industrial 
cities in the State. The manufacture of autos and re- 
lated items and the expanding activities of the State 
government provide important sources of employment. 
The city also serves as a trade center for the surround- 
ing agricultural areas and is home to Michigan State 
University which has an enrollment of some 28,000. 
The prosperity generated by this diversified activity is 
reflected by the manner in which the population has 
grown during the last decade, so that the present pop- 
ulation of the Lansing trade area is estimated to be 
150,000. 

The $714 million Michigan National Bank of Lan- 
sing has 18 offices and competes primarily with 2 other 
banks in Lansing, the $93.3 million American Bank & 
Trust Co. and the $53.6 million Bank of Lansing. 
There are, in addition, seven smaller banks in the 
towns surrounding Lansing, ranging in size from the 
$1.8 million Woodruff State Bank, DeWitt, Mich., to 
the $19.6 million East Lansing State Bank, East Lan- 
sing, Mich. 

Grand Ledge has a population of 5,165, and is lo- 
cated 10 miles west of Lansing. The two cities are 
connected by a new four-lane highway. The imme- 
diate area around Grand Ledge is largely agricultural, 
although there are some small industries in Grand 
Ledge which employ a total of 300 to 400 people. A 
recent Michigan State University survey indicated that 
80 percent of the wage earners residing in Grand 
Ledge work in Lansing, making Grand Ledge virtually 
a residential suburb of Lansing. 

The $6.1 million Grand Ledge State Bank and the 
$4 million Loan & Deposit State Bank are the sole 
banks in Grand Ledge. They compete with the larger 
Lansing banks as well as the five smaller banks in the 


Lansing trade area. As is common among smaller ag- 
riculturally oriented institutions, they are experiencing 
difficulty in serving the needs of the expanding econ- 
omy by reason of their limited resources and lending 
capacity and are faced by management succession 
problems, here made critical by the imminent retire- 
ment of their senior management personnel. 

While consummation of this proposal will have no 
significant consequences in the city of Lansing, it will 
produce marked benefits for the public in the Grand 
Ledge area. The people of Grand Ledge will have 
more convenient access to the enlarged services of a 
modem and efficient bank and will derive the benefits 
which flow from the presence of a competitively ag' 
gressive institution. 

Applying the statutory criteria of the proposed pur- 
chase of assets and the assumption of liabilities, we 
conclude that it will be in the public interest and the 
application is therefore approved. 

March 6, 1964, 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Approval of the proposed acquisition of the assets 
and tire assumption of the liabilities of the Grand 
Ledge State Bank and the Loan & Deposit State Bank, 
Grand Ledge, Mich., by the Michigan National Bank, 
Lansing, Mich., will result in the disappearance of two 
small independent banks and in the enhancement of 
the position of Michigan National, one of the largest 
banks in the United States, a position achieved in part 
through a series of mergers with other banks. 

The mergers will also eliminate a significant amount 
of competition between the acquiring and the acquired 
merging banks. The effect of the acquisition on 
competition would therefore be substantially adverse. 


* * * 


American National Bank of Vincennes, Vincennes, Ind.; First National Bank of Bicknell, Bicknell, 
Ind.; Bicknell Trust & Savings, Bicknell, Ind.; and Citizens Stati-: Bank, Bicknell, Ind. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction I 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


S2, 398, 048 
1,697, 597 

1, 072, 072 

1 

1 





1 


and the American National Bank of Vincennes, Vincennes, Ind. (3864), which 

21,799, 040 

26, 591, 805 

1 


merged Mar. 21, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (3864). The 
merged bank at the date of merger had 

2 
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comptroller's decision 

On November 12, 1963, the $22.1 million American 
National Bank of Vincennes, Vincennes, Ind., and the 
$2.5 million First National Bank of Bicknell, the $1.7 
million Bicknell Trust & Savings, and the $1.1 million 
Citizens State Bank, all of Bicknell, Indiana, applied 
to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and title of “The American 
National Bank of Vincennes.” 

The a[:)plicant banks are located in Knox County in 
southwestern Indiana, on the Illinois border. Vin- 
cennes, with a population of 18,000, is both the county 
seat and the largest town in Knox County. As the 
center of a basically agricultural trade area embracing 
not only most of Knox County but also part of the 
surrounding territory in Illinois, Vincennes serves more 
than 40,000 people. In addition, manufacturing 
plays a large part in the community’s economy since a 
number of major industrial plants are located there. 

Competition for the charter bank in Vincennes 
comes from numerous sources. The only other bank 
in town, while somewhat smaller, competes strongly 
for loans and other commercial and trust business and, 
in addition, its three branches, located in another re- 
gion of the county, give it access to an area difficult for 
the charter bank to serve. Nonbank competition 
comes not only from private sources such as savings 
and loan associations, credit unions, finance compa- 
nies, loan companies, and insurance companies, but 
also from Federal government agencies that provide 
credit for fanners in their personal and agricultural 
activities. 

Bicknell, with a present population under 4,000, was 
once a town of 9,000 supported by a nearby Pennsyl- 
vania Railroad yard and a million dollar a month coal 
mine payroll. These operations have been discon- 
tinued, however, and now only one factory remains. 
The town relies heavily on local agricultural activity 
for its economic support, but since agricultural units 
arc increasing in size and mechanization, fewer trade 
and employment opportunities result. Although only 
the merging banks are located in Bicknell, the other 
Vincennes bank maintains two branches nearby that 
offer active competition. Limited competition for the 
merging banks comes from the nonbank financial 
sources operating in Vincennes. 

Prospects for future earnings of the charter bank ap- 
pear to be good. A diversified economy and the com- 
munity's progressive nature indicate the presence of a 
background and atmosphere conducive to growth. In 


Bicknell, however, future prospects would seem dim. 
The downtrend in population and economic activity 
suggests the serious problem of one or more of these 
banks ending operations. Moreover, officers of two of 
the merging banks are approaching retirement age. 
Merger with the charter bank will alleviate both prob- 
lems and assure continuing banking facilities for 
Bicknell. 

The Bicknell banks at present provide limited serv- 
ices to their community. By merging, services now of- 
fered can be expanded and more complete banking 
facilities, including a trust department, will be avail- 
able to the community. In effect the merger will pro- 
vide a broader based, better balanced institution that 
will more effectively serve the convenience and needs 
of the Bicknell community. 

The proposed merger will have a negligible effect on 
competition in the Vincennes area. While the result- 
ing bank’s deposits will be greater than that of its local 
banking competitor, the total of loans will be approxi- 
mately equal. Moreover, the resulting bank’s branch 
in Bicknell will now be able to offer effective competi- 
tion to the competing institution’s nearby branches. 

In Bicknell, while the total elimination of the town’s 
banking institutions and replacement by branch offices 
could constitute a serious detriment to the community 
which would normally be dispositive of the application, 
under the circumstances as presented above such a de- 
cision would be in error because it would result in the 
lingering death of one or more of the merging banks 
through lack of business. Clearly this is the greater 
detriment to the community. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is therefore approved. 

March 16, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The acquiring bank is the largest (in terms of de- 
posits) in its service area, which covers Knox County, 
Ind., and part of Lawrence County, 111. By this 
application it seeks to acquire all three commercial 
banks operating in Bicknell, Ind,, a town some 15 miles 
distant from the acquiring bank’s home office in Vin- 
cennes, Ind. If accomplished, the mergers would 
increase the acquiring bank’s share of service area de- 
posits from 31 to 39 percent, an increase in concen- 
tration of 79.5 percent. The next largest of 12 banks 
in the area would have 19 percent and the third larg- 
est only 8 percent. The mergers would also replace 
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three competing unit banks in the town of Bicknell 
with one branch of a large Vincennes Bank so that 
Bicknell area residents would be forced to go to nearby 
towns for alternative commercial banking. Moreover, 


the nearest of these other banks are branches of 
Vincennes’ other large banks. 

The result of the proposed acquisition on competi- 
tion would appear to be adverse. 


The First National Bank of South Carolina of Columbia, Columbia, S.C., and the Darlington 
County Bank & Trust Co., Darlington, S.C. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


S6, 372, 795 

105, 971,091 

111,768, 296 

1 

23 


and the First National Bank of South Carolina of Columbia, Columbia, S.C. 
(13720), which had 


merged Mar. 31, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (13720). 

24 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 20, 1964, the $106 million First Na- 
tional Bank of South Carolina of Columbia, Columbia, 
S.C., and the $6.3 million Darlington County Bank & 
Trust Co., Darlington, S.C., applied to the Comptrol- 
ler of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and title of the former. 

Although the charter bank, vv^ith 24 branch offices 
throughout the State, is the third largest bank in South 
Carolina, it is considerably smaller than the two larger 
statewide banking institutions, the $325 million South 
Carolina National Bank of Charleston and the $171.5 
million Citizens & Southern National Bank of South 
Carolina. 

Columbia, the headquarters of the charter bank, is 
the capital and largest city of South Carolina with a 
population of 97,500. It is located in the central part 
of the State with an economy principally supported by 
military installations, retail and wholesale trade, textile 
manufacturing, and State governmental activity. 

The merging bank is located 85 miles northeast of 
Columbia in Darlington, a small rural community with 
a population of 6,700 in the “Great Pee Dee” tobacco 
area. This town is the county seat of Darlington 
County, population 53,000. The economy is largely 
dependent upon agriculture, mostly tobacco with some 
cotton and soybeans. Local industry includes an elec- 
tronics manufacturing plant which employs 1,100, a 
paper container company which employs 700, and the 
Nation’s largest automobile auction. 

The effect of the merger in the seven major areas 
now served by First National will be slight. Any im- 


pact will be felt principally in Darlington. Since the 
Darlington banks are already in competition with the 
two largest statewide banks’ branches in Florence, 
which is 10 miles southeast of Darlington, the entry of 
First National into this area will tend to increase 
rather than diminish competition. 

There will be no elimination of competition between 
the two merging banks, as the nearest branch of First 
National is located 28 miles northeast of Darlington in 
Bennettsville. There are no common borrowers or 
depositors, and neither bank derives business from the 
other’s service area. 

The public interest vniH be served by a local unit of 
First National which will be able to furnish the Dar- 
lington County banking public with more extensive 
trust services and aggressive competitive management. 
The resulting local banking unit will have a greatly 
enlarged lending capacity, thereby increasing its utility 
to the business community. In addition, a serious 
management succession problem will be solved. 

Considered in light of the statutory criteria, we find 
the application to be in the public interest and the 
merger is therefore approved. 

March 26, 1964. 

summary of report by attorney general 

First National is the third largest commercial bank 
in South Carolina with over 8 percent of the State’s 
deposits and 25 offices. Since 1955 First National has 
acquired 7 other banks with deposits of $38,846,000 
and 1 1 offices. Darlington Trust is a single-office bank 
located in Darlington, S.C., 78 miles northwest of First 
National’s main office in Columbia, S.C., and 28 miles 
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southwest of First Nationars nearest branch in Bcn- 
nettsville, S.C. Both banks have shown excellent 
growth in deposits and earnings. There appears to be 
little direct competition between the applicants at 
present due to the distances between their respective 
offices. 

South Carolina’s banking resources are highly con- 
centrated in four large statewide institutions (including 
First National) which together control 53 percent of 
the State’s total deposits, partly as a result of prior 
mergers. These four banks have acquired 23 smaller 
banks in the past decade and at the same time have 
been opening numerous de novo branch offices. Such 
acquisitions by one of the four dominant banks have 
often led directly to a similar acquisition by one of the 
others, with the result that the only independent banks 
in a number of South Carolina communities have been 
eliminated from competition and remaining unit banks 
in nearby communities have been subjected to direct 


competition with offices of much more powerful insti- 
tutions. 

The proposed merger conforms with the trend now 
well-established in the State. First National would 
increase its resources and extend its branch system into 
another community. As a result, the three other state- 
wide systems would be motivated to keep up with First 
National by making similar acquisitions and those 
smaller banks in most direct competition with Darling- 
ton Trust ^vould consider seriously such a proposal to 
insure their survival in competition with First National. 
In fact, following the filing of this application the 
second largest bank in the State has announced plans 
to acquire the only other bank in Darlington, Citizens 
Bank of Darlington. 

In view of the bank merger history in South Caro- 
lina, the proposed merger threatens to have a seriously 
adverse effect upon competition and may aggravate 
the trend toward monopoly in that State. 


The Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va., and the Southern Bank of Commerce, Danville, Va. 




' Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In \ 

operation 

To be 
operated 


i 

$2,912,064 : 
391, 628,739 ' 

394, 470, 103 

2 



41 


merged Apr. 3, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (9885). The 

43 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 23, 1954, the $404 million Virginia 
National Bank, Norfolk, Va., and the $2.8 million 
Southern Bank of Commerce, Danville, Va., applied 
to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and title of the former. 

The growth of the Norfolk economy has been noted 
in recent statements approvi.'ig mergers to which Nor- 
folk banks were parties. Norfolk’s large military' in- 
stallations and port facilities, as well as increasing 
manufacturing industries, place the area, with a total 
population of 578,000, in a favorable economic position 
and create constantly new demands on its financial 
facilities. 

The charter bank is pre.?ently the second largest 
bank in Virginia and operates a statewide system con- 
sisting of 43 offices located in 4 primary service areas. 
With 9 percent of the State’s total banking resources, 
Virginia National is slightly smaller than the $425 mil- 


lion First & Merchants National Bank, Richmond, 
which has 9.9 percent of total state resources, and is 
larger than the $203 million State-Planters Bank of 
Commerce & Trusts, Richmond, which has 6.3 percent 
of total state resources. Aggressive competition is fur- 
nished throughout applicant’s service areas by 99 bank- 
ing facilities with aggregate deposits of approximately 
$836 million and aggregate loans of $594 million. 
Further, Virginia National competes with four bank 
holding companies v/hich have aggregate deposits of 
$1.2 billion and loans of $800 million. This merger 
will only slightly augment the applicant’s pre.sent re- 
sources and Virginia National will still occupy second 
place among Virginia banks. 

The Southern Bank of Commerce serves Henry 
County and the southern two-fifths of Pittsylvania 
County, which area includes the cities of Danville and 
Martinsville. 

Danville, with a population of 46,577, is located in 
southern Virginia a short distance north of the North 
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Carolina State line. The city serves a trade area cover- 
ing a SO-mile radius in which an estimated 300,000 
persons reside. The main sources of income for the 
area are industry and agriculture. The largest single- 
unit textile mill in the country, located in Danville, 
provides employment for about 10,000 persons. The 
agriculture of the area depends principally upon the 
growing, processing and marketing of tobacco. Other 
farm income is derived from the raising of livestock 
and grains. 

Martinsville, an independent city and the seat of 
Henry County, is some 30 miles west of Danville. Its 
population, according to the 1960 census, was 18,798, 
and an estimated 60,000 persons reside in its trade area. 
The region is predominantly industrial, with numerous 
plants in or near the city. Farm income, which plays a 
secondary role in the economy, is derived almost en- 
tirely from bright leaf tobacco, although there is some 
raising of beef cattle and dairy fanning. Tobacco 
market sales reached a high during the 1962 season 
and business conditions in general have been very 
favorable in the Martinsville area with future prospects 
appearing to be good. 

The merging bank is the smallest of seven banks 
serving Danville. It has struggled for existence ever 
since it received its state charter in 1952 and there has 
been some question recently as to whether this charter 
would be allowed to continue. The bank is now 
smaller than it was 10 years ago and is the only Dan- 
ville bank that did not grow during this period. Its 
public image is not favorable. 

Competition among the banks in Danville will not 
be affected appreciably by this merger. The merging 
bank never had sufficient resources to compete effec- 
tively with the six other banks led by the $36 million 
First National Bank, and the $26 million American 
National Bank & Trust Co. Indeed, merger of the 
weak Southern Bank of Commerce into the charter 
bank may well prevent development of a problem 


which could easily upset the stability of the present 
banking situation in Danville. 

Having reviewed the proposal in the light of the 
statutory factors, we find that it is in the public interest 
and it is therefore approved. 

April 1, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Vilginia National is the second largest bank in Vir- 
ginia and the dominant bank in its primary service 
area which includes Norfolk, the largest industrial area 
in the State. As of December 13, 1963, assets were 
$404,815,000, loans were $224,996,000, deposits were 
$374,191,000 and capital accounts were $32,747,000. 
Virginia National presently has 43 banking offices in 
20 communities throughout the State of Virginia. 

Southern Bank of Commerce is located in Danville, 
about 195 miles west of Norfolk. As of December 13, 
1963, its total assets v.'ere $2,760,000, loans were 
$1,578,000, deposits were $2,230,000 and capital ac- 
counts were $321,000. 

Taken by itself, the effect of this proposed merger 
on competition would not be significantly adverse. 
However, since 1956 Virginia National has participated 
in six mergers and consolidations, five of which were 
consummated in 1963. These mergers have given 
Virginia National, as of the dates of acquisition, more 
than $173 million in deposits and 32 branch offices, 
or nearly 50 percent of its present deposits and more 
than 65 percent of its present offices. In addition, an 
application has recently been filed to merge the First 
National Bank of Buena Vista, Buena Vista, Va., a 
bank with resources of $4,855,000. 

It is the cumulative effect of the series of mergers 
engaged in by Virginia National that is of concern to 
this Department. It is our view that the overall effect 
of this series of mergers on competition is adverse since 
it contributes to the serious trend toward concentration 
of banking in the State of Virginia by the merger 
process. 




The First National Bank of Buena Vista, Va., and the Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va. 


J/ame oj bank and type of transaction 


Banking offices 

7 otal assets 

In 1 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of Buena Vista, Buena Vista, Va. ('9890), with . . 

$4, 995, 320 
394, 470, 103 

1 


and Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va. (9885), which had 

43 1 


merged Apr. 3, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (9885). The 
merged bank at the date of merger had 

399, 206, 974 

44 
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comptroller’s decision 

On January 28, 1964, the $405 million Virginia Na- 
tional Bank of Norfolk, Norfolk, Va., and the $4.9 mil- 
lion First National Bank of Buena Vista, Buena Vista, 
Va., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter and title of the 
former. 

The Norfolk-Portsmouth metropolitan area is one of 
the major service areas of the charter bank and is the 
state’s top-ranking metropolitan area from the stand- 
point of population, income, and retail sales. With a 
population of 887,568, the Norfolk area enjoys per- 
sonal annual income in excess of a billion dollars. Re- 
tail sales have increased from $88 million in 1939 to 
a record $563 million in 1958. It is a dynamic, ex- 
panding and an increasingly important center of the 
Eastern Seaboard’s economy. 

The Virginia National Bank is the second largest 
bank in Virginia and has 43 banking offices in 20 com- 
munities throughout the State. Its customers enjoy, 
as a necessary concomitant of a well-established, large, 
efficiently organized bank, all the benefits of a full-serv- 
ice commercial bank. It is able to offer complete 
commercial banking services and has available the 
skilled, experienced management to render these serv- 
ices. This has been no small factor in the tremendous 
growth which Norfolk has enjoyed in the past and can 
play an ever increasing role in the future economic 
expansion of the entire State of Virginia. 

Buena Vista, location in central Virginia about 125 
miles west of Richmond, has a population of 6,300 
while surrounding Rockbridge County has 24,039. 
The major source of income for the area is derived 
from manufacturing activity. It is estimated that 
there are 3,650 people of a total work force of 10.370 
employed in manufacturing, with the textile industry 
alone employing 2,850 persons. There were 18 con- 
struction, 14 manufacturing, 69 trade, and 27 service 
establishments in Rockbridge County at the close of 
the second quarter of 1961. The average per capita 
income in 1960 for Rockbridge County was $1,345 
while that of the State was $1,868. 

Peoples Bank of Buena Vista, Inc., is the only bank 
in that city aside from the merging bank. Although 
it is only a $2.1 million institution, its affiliation with 
Financial General Corp., a holding company, makes 
its competitive ability much stronger than would ap- 
pear from its total assets. Other competing banks are 
the $3.7 million First National Bank of Lexington, 
Lexington, Va., located 6 miles from Buena Vista (also 
affiliated with Financial General) ; the $7.5 million 


Peoples National Bank of Lexington; and the $7.2 mil- 
lion Rockbridge National Bank of Lexington. 

Since Virginia National’s closest offices to First Na- 
tional are its two branches in Staunton, 34 miles north 
of Buena Vista, this merger will not eliminate any cog- 
nizable amount of competition. The impact of the 
merger on other banks in the area will be insignificant 
as the other banks are either well established and ade- 
quately serving their respective communities or are 
associated with a bank holding company. The re- 
sulting bank will certainly offer increased competition 
to the many nonbanking financial institutions which 
now serve the area. 

The First National Bank of Buena Vista is now op- 
erating at a competitive disadvantage since it neither 
offers a full range of banking services to its community 
nor possesses a management echelon capable of the 
leadership required to meet the competitive conditions 
of our present-day banking markets. The bank re- 
sulting from this merger will not only have resources 
adequate to the needs of the Buena Vista market but 
will also correct the management deficiencies now 
harassing the First National Bank. This merger 
should constitute a constructive contribution toward 
the solution of the problems of economic stagnation 
which now afflict the Appalachian region. 

Having applied the statutory criteria to the facts of 
this case, we find that the proposed merger will be in 
the public interest. The application is therefore ap- 
proved. 

April 2, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Virginia National is the second largest bank in Vir- 
ginia and the dominant bank in its primary service area 
which includes Norfolk, the largest industrial area in 
the State. As of December 13, 1963, assets were 
$404,815,000, loans were $224,966,000, deposits were 
$374,191,000 and capital accounts were $32,747,000. 
Virginia National presently has 43 banking offices in 
20 communities throughout the State of Virginia. 

The First National Bank of Buena Vista is located 
214 miles northwest of Norfolk and, as of December 
13, 1963, had total assets of $4,855,000, loans of 
$2,813,000, deposits of $4,233,000 and capital accounts 
of $471,000. 

Standing alone, the effect of this proposed merger 
on competition may not be significantly adverse. How- 
ever, since 1956, Virginia National has participated in 
six mergers and consolidations, five of which were con- 
summated in 1963. These mergers have given Vir- 
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ginia National, as of the dates of acquisition, more 
than $173 million in deposits and 32 branch ofl&ces, 
or nearly 50 percent of its present deposits and more 
than 65 percent of its present offices. In addition, an 
application has recently been filed to merge the South- 
ern Bank of Commerce, Danville, Va., a banlt with 
resources of $2,760,000, 


It is the cumulative effect of the series of mergers 
engaged in by Virginia National that is of concern to 
this Department. It is our view that the overall effect 
of this series of mergers on competition is adverse since 
it contributes substantially to the serious trend toward 
concentration of banking which is taking place in the 
State of Virginia by virtue of the merger process. 


The Rockingham National Bank of Exeter, Exeter, N.H., and the New Market National Bank, 

Newmarket, N.H. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$3, 640, 775 

9, 570, 223 

13, 210, 998 

1 


and the Rockingham National Bank of Exeter, Exeter, N.H. (12889), which 

1 


merged Apr. 3, 1964, under charter and title of tiie latter bank (12889). The 

2 





comptroller’s decision 

On January 1, 1964, the $9.5 million Rockingham 
National Bank of Exeter, Exerter, N.H., and the $3.6 
million New Market National Bank, Newmarket, N.H., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permis- 
sion to merge under the charter and title of the former. 

The applicant banks are located in Rockingham 
County in the southeastern comer of New Hampshire. 
Exeter, the county seat, has a population of 7,243 and 
an estimated service area population of 23,000. Situ- 
ated 8 miles north of the Massachusetts border and 
7 miles south of Newmarket, Exeter has a varied in- 
dustrial economy with promise of greater economic 
development. It is also the site of Phillips Exeter 
Academy, one of the country’s leading preparatory 
schools. The naval shipyard at Portsmouth and the 
Pease Air Force Base, both within 15 miles of Exeter 
and Nevmiarket, provide additional economic support 
for the area. 

Newmarket has a population of 3,153 and serves an 
area of 12,450. Its main industries are shoe manu- 
facturing, textiles and a mica products concern. Both 
Exeter and Newmarket expect to benefit by the ex- 
panded recreational facilities of the coastal towns 
which are but 10 miles distant. 

The general area served by the charter bank encom- 
passes five other banking institutions, the largest of 
which is the $16.6 million Exeter Banking Co. The 
resulting bank, with total resources of $13.1 million, 
will be the second largest in the area. Other compet- 

88 


ing institutions are the $2 million Hampton National 
Bank, Hampton and three cooperative banks with no 
branches and approximately $18.5 million in with- 
drawable assets. 

In the Newmarket area, the merging bank has a 
minimal amount of competition from the $2.8 million 
Durham Trust Co. located in Durham, 4 miles north 
of Newmarket. 

The 41 percent growth in the southeastern New 
Hampshire area in the last decade indicates a demand 
for banking services that can be met only by vigorous, 
expanding institutions vv’hich will not be restricted by 
a confining lending limit. A higher lending limit re- 
sulting from the merger will enable Rockingham Na- 
tional to meet the area’s future demands. The New- 
market area will benefit from the merger, as the merg- 
ing bank for several years has been forced to lay off a 
substantial amount of loan paper due to lack of suffi- 
cient resources. The merger will remedy this situa- 
tion, as well as a management succession problem. 

There is no effective competition between the apply- 
ing banks and there will be no adverse effect on bank- 
ing competition in the area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed mer- 
ger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

March 26, 1964. 

SUMMARY" OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Rockingham National Bank of Exeter, Exeter, 
N.H., as of December 31, 1963, had reported total 
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assets of $9,527,000. In Exeter, Rockingham com- 
petes with a larger commercial bank and a cooperative 
bank which has no demand deposits. In Rocking- 
ham’s claimed service area it competes with three other 
smaller banks, one of which is a cooperative. 

The New Market National Bank at Newmarket, 
N.H., 7 miles north of Exeter, as of December 31, 
1963, had reported total assets of $3,645,000. It op- 
erates in a separate service area. The community of 
Newmarket has no other bank. The only direct com- 
petitor is another bank of comparable size in Durham, 
4 miles distant. Competition between Rockingham 
and New Market apparently exists minimally only on 
the line dividing their respective service areas. 

* 


Rockingham and New Market are controlled by the 
same holding company, New Hampshire Bank Shares, 
and the contemplated merger, thus viewed, would not 
alter the picture substantially except to improve the 
lending power of the resulting bank. However, New 
Hampshire Bank Shares, the only bank holding com- 
pany in the State, which controls seven banks holding 
12.8 percent of total commercial bank deposits, will 
obtain branching advantages to add to its holding com- 
pany position. 

In the circumstances of this case, the combining of 
holding company and branching advantages in one or- 
ganization may result in adverse effects upon 
competition. 

* 


The Delton State Bank, Delton, Mich., and the First National Bank & Trust Co. of Kalamazoo, 

Kalamazoo, Mich. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Totai assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$2, 039, 579 

109, 367, 693 
111, 283, 890 

1 


was purchased Apr. 18, 1964, by the First National Bank & Trust Go. of 

17 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

18 


COMPTROLLER'’s DECISION 

On February 11, 1964, the $107 million First Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co., Kalamazoo, Mich., applied 
to the Comptroller of ihe Currency for permission to 
purchase the assets and assume the liabilities of the 
$2 million Delton State Bank, Delton, Mich, 

The purchasing bank presently operates 1 1 branches 
with 6 additional offices approved and under construc- 
tion in the Kalamazoo area. Competition in the Kala- 
mazoo area is provided by the $80 million American 
National Bank & Trust Co., the $39 million Industrial 
State Bank, and the $11 million Home Savings Bank 
of Kalamazoo. 

Kalamazoo, headquarters for the purchasing bank, 
is a city of 85,000, with a rapidly increasing trading 
area of 300,000 people. It is located in the southwest- 
ern section of Michigan’s lower peninsula. Served by 
excellent transportation facilities, the city has an econ- 
omy well diversified between industry and agriculture. 

The $2 million selling bank is located 20 miles 
northeast of Kalamazoo in Delton, a town of 380, in 
Barry County, Mich. It operates without local com- 
petition and provides only limited services. The 
economy of this area is predominantly agricultural, 

779 - 563—65 7 


although numerous lakes in the area provide resort and 
recreational activities. 

The effect of the addition of $2 million of assets to 
the $107 million now held by the buying bank will be 
slight in the areas it now serves. Bank competition in 
Delton, where there are no other banks, comes from 
two small institutions in Hastings, 18 miles northeast. 
Consequently, the competitive effect in Delton would 
be deminimis. 

There will be no elimination of competition between 
the two banks, as the nearest branch of First National 
is located 14 miles northeast of Delton at Parchment. 
The public interest will be best served by a local unit 
of First National which will furnish Delton and the 
Barry County banking public with extensive trust 
services, new aggressive management, and a greatly 
enlarged lending capacity. In addition, a manage- 
ment succession problem, occasioned by the imminent 
retirement of the president of the Delton bank, will be 
solved. 

Considered in the light of the statutory criteria, we 
find the application to be in the public interest and the 
purchase of assets and assumption of liabilities is, 
therefore, approved. 

April 10, 1964. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed acquisition of assets and assumption 
of liabilities of Delton State Bank by the First National 
Bank & Trust Co. of Kalamazoo will have no competi- 
tive impact in the service area of the acquired bank 
where Delton Bank is now the only commercial bank. 
It will eliminate little direct competition now existing 
between the two banks since their service areas show 
only an insignificant overlap. The competitive posi- 

* 


tion of First National in its own service area will be 
somewhat strengthened, but it is not believed that the 
other commercial banks competing with First National 
will be at a significant disadvantage in the combined 
service area as a result of the proposed acquisition. 

Thus, the effect of the proposed acquisition upon 
competition would not appear to be substantially ad- 
verse except that it would add to the position of domi- 
nance presently enjoyed by First National. 

* 


The McDowell National Bank of Sharon, Sharon, Pa., and the First National Bank, Sharpsville, Pa. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of Sharpsville, Sharpsville, Pa. (6829), with 

was purchased Apr. 18, 1964, by the McDowell National Bank of Sharon, 

$6, 220 , ;ioi 

38, 666, 122 
43, 456, 637 

1 

3 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 


4 


comptroller’s decision 

On February 3, 1964, the McDowell National Bank 
of Sharon, Sharon, Pa., applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to purchase the assets and 
assume the liabilities of the First National Bank, 
Sharpsville, Pa. 

The city of Sharon, located in western Pennsylvania 
at the Ohio border, is in the southwest section of Mer- 
cer County. With a metropolitan population of 
35,000, Sharon is the commercial center of the She- 
nango Valley industrial area. The economy in the 
area is industrial with steel production and fabrication 
predominatii^. All of the Shenango Valley is classi- 
fied as an area of persistent and substantial unemploy- 
ment. Present unemployment is estimated at 6.8 per- 
cent of the total work force. 

The $36 million McDowell National Bank of Sharon 
with three offices, and three more approved but not 
opened, is the largest bank with its main office located 
in the service area. Two larger banks both with main 
offices in Oil City, Pa., the $75 million First Seneca 
Bank & Trust Co. with 12 offices and the $70 million 
Northwest Pennsylvania Bank & Trust Co. with 12 
offices, have branched into the service area. The First 
Seneca Bank & Trust Co. has four offices in the city of 
Sharon with a fifth office in nearby Mercer. In ad- 
dition there are three other banks ranging from the $3 


million First National Bank of West Middlesex to the 
$30 million First National Bank of Mercer County 
that compete in the purchasing bank’s service area. 

The Borough of Sharpsville, 4 miles northeast of 
Sharon, has a population of slightly over 6,000 and has 
substantially the same socioeconomic makeup as 
Sharon. Although the $6 million First National Bank 
of Sharpsville is the only bank in Sharpsville, the First 
National Bank of Mercer County, Greenville, Pa., has 
received permission to establish a branch in Sharps- 
ville. The selling bank is not competitive. For ex- 
ample, it has lost substantial deposits in the last 5 years 
because it pays only 1 peixent interest on passbook ac- 
counts. The purchasing bank currently pays 3 per- 
cent on savings deposits. The increased competitive 
situation created by the presence of the above-men- 
tioned branch will exert continued and increasing pres- 
sure on the deposits and activity of the First National 
Bank. The purchase will be of direct benefit to the 
depositors by increasing the interest rates on time de- 
posits, and to the public, by the establishment of a 
vigorous competitive baiiking community in Sharps- 
ville. A management succession problem in the sell- 
ing bank will be solved, and full banking services, as 
well as efficient trust services will be available to the 
Sharpsville area. 

In applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
purchase of assets and assumption of liabilities, we con- 


90 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



dude that it will be in. the public interest. The ap- 
plication is therefore appro\'eci. 

April 10, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

In this transaction the bank which is the largest in 
terms of the banking business conducted in the south- 
west portion of Mercer County proposes to purchase 
this area’s sixth largest bank. There is presently exist- 
ing between these banks a fair degree of competition 
w’hich would, of course, be eliminated by this trans- 
action. It would also remove another apparently 
viable independent bank from an area that has already 
seen the disappearance of several independents. 

After purchase of the Sharpsville bank by McDowell, 
the resulting bank would account for about 30 percent 


of the banking business in southwest Mercer County 
and, together with the next two banks, would account 
for about 75 percent thereof. This appears to be a high 
degree of concentration. However, the third and fifth 
banks are much larger than McDowell in terms of 
overall business, while the smallest bank is allegedly 
owned in part by officers and directors of the second 
bank. There would, therefore, not appear to be un- 
usual disparity in size among these banks. Three of 
the five existing independent banks in Mercer County 
w'hich operate outside McDowell’s service area would 
not appear to be directly affected by this transaction, 
although they may find it increasingly expedient to 
merge with other banks in the county. 

It is our conclusion that the probable effect of this 
transaction on competition will be adverse. 


The First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, Roanoke, Va., and the First National Bank of Lebanon, 

Lebanon, Va. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In ! 

operation \ 

To be 
operated 


$8, 513,323 1 

205, 164, 466 

213,427,071 

1 : 


and the First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, Roanoke, Va. (2737), 

19 


merged Apr. 24, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (2737). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

\ 

j 20 


comptroller’s decision 

On March 9, 1964, the $202 million First National 
Exchange Bank of Viig;inia, Roanoke, Va., and the 
$9.1 million First National Bank of Lebanon, Lebanon, 
Va., applied to the Con:iptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the fonnrr. 

Roanoke, with a population of about 100,000 in- 
habitants, is tbe fourth largest city in the Common- 
wealth and the Industrial and trade center of south- 
west Virginia. In addiuon to the charter bank, the 
banking needs of the city are also served by the $53.5 
million Colonial American National Bank and the 
$40.8 million Mountain Trust Co. A branch of the 
$184.2 million Bank of Virginia in Roanoke and banks 
in Salem, adjoining Roanoke, complete the competi- 
tive banking structure of the Roanoke city area. 

Lebanon, scat of Russell County, is about 150 miles 
southw'cst of Roanoke in southwest Virginia. The 
town has a population of 2,000 in a trade area of 
30,000 dependent on faiming, i,e., tobacco and beef 


cattle, for 75 percent of its income, and on coal mining 
for the other 25 percent. From 1950 to 1960, the 
population of Lebanon increased from 675 to 2,000 
inhabitants due largely to the construction of a large 
coal generating plant of Appalachian Power Co. in the 
area. A local garment manufacturing plant employs 
about 350 women. 

Until recently the First National Exchange Bank of 
Virginia operated solely in Roanoke. In recent years, 
however, the bank has grown from $107 million in total 
resources to $202 million principally through the 
acquisition of banks throughout Southwestern Virginia. 
As a result of the transition from a local to a regional 
bank, the First National Exchange Bank of Virginia 
now competes more effectively with other regional and 
statewide banking institutions such as First & Mer- 
chants National Bank, Virginia National Bank, United 
Virginia Bank Shares, a registered bank holding com- 
pany system, the Wachovia Bank & Trust Co., the 
North Carolina National Bank, and the Bank of 
Virginia. 
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Although the First National Bank of Lebanon is the 
only bank in Lebanon, it competes with two other 
banks in Russell County, namely, the $3.9 million First 
National Bank in Honaker, and the $2.1 million Bank 
of Russell County, at Cleveland. It has no trust de- 
partment, and has traditionally adhered to very con- 
servative lending policies, referring larger loans to the 
Production Credit Association at Abingdon, a govern- 
ment lending agency. 

The two applicant banks are not competitors since 
the nearest offices of the charter bank are its three 
branches in Bristol, about 35 miles southwest of Leb- 
anon. The resulting bank will bring to the merging 
bank’s area trust services, a higher lending limit, more 
liberal lending policies, and the benefits of the farm 
credit service department of the charter bank. The 
entry of a large, full-service, regional bank into Russell 
County will stimulate the local economy by providing 
a larger, more liberal source of funds for local 
development. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

April 23, 1964. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Exchange Bank, one of the largest banks in the State 
of Virginia, with assets of $202 million, seeks to ac- 
quire First National Bank of Lebanon, a bank with 
assets of $9 million, located in a small community in 
southwestern Virginia. In the span of a few short 
years. Exchange Bank has expanded its operations by 
acquiring six banks, four of which are located on a line 
running southwest from Roanoke to Bristol. These 
acquisitions have given Exchange Bank a substantial 
foothold into an area which traditionally enjoyed the 
competition of many small- and intermediate-size in- 
stitutions. The proposed acquisition is but another in 
a series of bank acquisitions in southern Virginia. 
Such a merger movement can only add to the rapid 
trend toward concentration of banking assets in the 
State of Virginia. In turn, it can only decrease the 
competitive viability of smaller independent banks, to 
the detriment of long-range competition in the area. 
The proposed acquisition will have an adverse effect 
upon competition and the effect on competition of 
continuing acquisitions by the acquiring bank will be 
seriously adverse. 


The First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, Roanoke, Va., and the First National Bank of 

Richlands, Richlands, Va. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

'1 otal assets 

1 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


514, 372, 920 

191, 263, 269 

205,164, 466 

1 


and the First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, Roanoke, Va. (2737), 

18 


merged Apr. 24, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (2737). The 

19 




comptroller’s decision 

On March 9, 1964, the $202 million First National 
Exchange Bank of Virginia, Roanoke, Va., and the 
$14.5 million First National Bank of Richlands, Rich- 
lands, Va., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the former. 

Roanoke, with a population of about 100,000, is the 
fourth largest city in the Commonwealth and the in- 
dustrial and trade center of southwest Virginia. In 
addition to the charter bank, the banking needs of the 
city are also served by the $53.5 million Colonial Amer- 
ican National Bank and the $40.8 million Mountain 
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Trust Co. A branch of the $184.2 million Bank of 
Virginia in Roanoke and the banks in Salem, adjoin- 
ing Roanoke, complete the competitive banking struc- 
ture of the Roanoke City area. 

Richlands, a town of about 5,000 some 160 miles 
west of Roanoke, is located in Tazewell County on the 
West Virginia border. Located in the laige geo- 
graphic area known as Appalachia, it is experiencing 
acute depression brought about by mechanization and 
automation of the coal mining industry. Although 
Inland Creek Coal Co. and Republic Steel Co. are ex- 
panding deep mining facilities in the area, these oper- 
ations will be automated, employing skilled persons 
with little absorption of the local unskilled labor supply. 
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Feeder cattle grazing and tobacco farming add little to 
the economy. 

Until recently, First National Exchange Bank oper- 
ated solely in Roanoke. Since 1960, however, the 
bank has grown from $107 million in total resources to 
$202 million principally through the acquisition of 
banks throughout southwest Virginia. As a result of 
the transition from a local to a regional bank, First 
National Exchange Bank now competes more effec- 
tively with other regional and statewide banking in- 
stitutions such as First & Merchants National Bank, 
Virginia National Bank, United Virginia Bankshares, 
a registered bank holding company system, the Wa- 
chovia Bank & Trust Co., the North Carolina National 
Bank and the Bank of Virginia. 

The First National Bank of Richlands has been ac- 
tive in its area in financing local businesses, consumer 
lending and mining equipment loans. This bank is one 
of six banks in Tazewell County and averages about 
40 percent of loan volume and 31 percent of deposits 
in the area. Management, however, is concentrated 
in the hands of the president who will soon be 70 years 
old and there is no experienced successor to replace 
him. This lack of successor management has moti- 
vated the board of directors to consider the merger 
with the Roanoke bank in order to have access to its 
pool of young, trained executive personnel. 

The two applicant banks are not competitors. Con- 
summation of the proposed merger will neither reduce 
competition nor adversely affect the banking structure 
of the areas served by either bank. On the contrary, 
the resulting bank will dispose of the merging bank’s 


management succession problem and improve banking 
services and general economic conditions in Tazewell 
County by making available greater resources of credit 
capable of financing economic progress in the area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

April 23, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Exchange Bank, with home offices in Roanoke, has 
18 offices and $202 million in assets. It now seeks to 
acquire an independent bank with assets of $14,451,- 
000 located in the city of Richlands, 162 miles west of 
Roanoke. In a companion application. Exchange 
Bank is seeking approval to acquire another small bank 
in Lebanon, 28 miles from Richlands. 

Since I960, Exchange Bank has acquired six banks, 
four of which are located on a line running southwest 
from Roanoke to Bristol. These acquisitions have 
given Exchange Bank a substantial foothold into an 
area which traditionally has enjoyed the competition 
of many small- and intermediate-size banks. The pro- 
posed acquisition is but another in a series of bank 
acquisitions in southern Vii^inia. Such a merger 
movement can only add to the rapid trend toward 
concentration of banking assets in the State of Virginia. 
In turn, it can only decrease the competitive viability 
of smaller independent banks, to the detriment of long- 
range competition in the area. We therefore conclude 
that the proposed acquisition will have an adverse 
effect upon competition. 


The Winchester National Bank, Winchester, N.H., and the Cheshire National Bank of Keene, 

Keene, N.H. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


S2, 268, 050 

8, 650, 166 
10, 644,215 

1 

1 


was purchased Apr. 24, 1964, by the Cheshire National Bank of Keene, Keene, 



2 




comptroller’s decision 

On January 29, 1964, the $8.6 million Cheshire 
National Bank of Keene, Keene, N.H., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to pur- 
chase the assets and assume the liabilities of the $2.2 
million Winchester National Bank, Winchester, N.H. 


Keene, the site of the acquiring bank and the county 
seat of Cheshire County, has a population of 17,562. 
The city is the primary retail sales center for the greater 
part of southwestern New Hampshire. The service 
area economy of the Cheshire National Bank is pre- 
dominately based on light industry, with farming and 
lumbering of somewhat lesser importance. 
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Winchester, in which the selling bank is located, is 
approximately 14 miles southwest of Keene in Cheshire 
County and less than 5 miles north of the Massachu- 
setts State border. 

Its economy is based upon retail sales and light in- 
dustries of long standing in the area. The Winchester 
population of 2,41 1, together with the entire economic 
structure of the community, has shown little change 
over the past 20 years. This stagnation is due in no 
small part to the inadequate banking facilities at pres- 
ent available to residents and prospective industries. 

Elimination of competition will be negligible, since 
the service areas of the present banks do not overlap. 
Competition will instead be strengthened throughout 
all of southwestern New Hampshire, as the resulting 
bank will be better able to compete effectively with 
other financial institutions in the area. In addition to 
three commercial banks in the area, one of which is 
larger than the resulting bank, there are at present two 
mutual savings banks, with withdrawal balances of $26 
and $12 million respectively, a cooperative bank, an 
active savings and loan association, several credit 
unions, and six personal loan companies. These insti- 
tutions are, for the most part, aggressive, well-man- 
aged, and better able to meet the eocnomic needs of 
the communities. 


Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

March 31, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Cheshire National Bank of Keene, Keene, N.H., 
with resources of $8,650,165, proposes to purchase the 
assets and acquire the liabilities of the Winchester Na- 
tional Bank, Winchester, N.H., with resources of 
$2,268,049. 

Winchester National’s very modest size, plus the 
static economic condition prevailing in its area, taken 
together with the fact that the acquisition would 
eliminate little direct competition between the partici- 
pating banks, tend to minimize the anticompetitive 
effects of the proposed merger. On the other hand, 
the substantial increase in the percentage of deposits 
and loans held by Che.shire National, the advance of 
Cheshire from second to the position of the largest 
bank in the area, the resulting high level of concentra- 
tion and the fact that the merger would leave the Win- 
chester area without an independent bank lead to the 
conclusion that the eff(;ct of the proposal upon com- 
petition would be adverse. 


Peoples National Bank & Trust Co. of Bay City, Bay City, Mich., and Statt: Bank of Linwood, Linwood, 

Mich. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

1 

Total assets \ 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


S3, 542, 358 

99,150, 775 

102,693,133 1 

1 


and Peoples National Bank & Trust Co. of Bay City, Bay City, Mich. (14641), 

7 ' 


merged Apr. 25, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (14641). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 


8 


comptroller’s decision 

On February 28, 1964, the $101 million Peoples 
National Bank & Trust Co. of Bay City, Bay City, 
Mich., and the $3.6 million State Bank of Linwood, 
Linwood, Mich., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permssion to merge under the charter 
and with the title of the former. 

Bay City, with a population of about 55,000 inhabit- 
ants, is the retail and wholesale center of a service area 
of about 88,000. It is located approximately 100 
miles north of Detroit in the northeast portion of an 


area known as the Saginaw-Bay City-Midland region, 
and is served by the port of Bay City, which, in terms 
of gross tonnage, is one of the principal ports on the 
Great Lakes. Industry in Bay City is diversified and 
includes the manufacturing of such products as cranes, 
naval vessels, freighters, power shovels, and automobile 
parts. The Chevrolet Division of General Motors is 
the largest employer in the area. Surrounding Bay 
City on the east, south, and southwest is a rich agricul- 
tural section producing large quantities of sugarbeets, 
potatoes, beans, and cantaloups. 
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Linwood, located in the same trade area as Bay City, 
is about 13 miles north of Bay City. The economy of 
the area is primarily agricultural, producing crops of 
sugarbeets, beans, wheat, and cucumbers. A large 
number of its inhabitants commute to Bay City, Mid- 
land, and Saginaw to worb in the plants of Dow 
Chemical and General Motors. 

The charter bank is a full-service institution, operat- 
ing five branches in the Bay City area and one branch, 
Pinconning, about 22 miles north of the main office. 
It is the largest of the three commercial banks in the 
area. The other commercial bank in Bay City, the 
$25 million Bay City Bank, has two branches. 

The merging bank is the only bank in Linwood. It 
offers neither trust services nor consumer credit. 
Moreover, it suffers a management problem. 

The proposed merger v/ill be of primary benefit to 
the Lin\vood area public. V/l'creas the bank in Lin- 
wood is too small to serve the needs of the area, the 
resulting bank will bring modern banking services to 
the community and will act as a stimulant to the local 
economy. In addition to making trust services and 
expanded commercial and consumer credit available, 
the consummation of the proposed merger will solve 
the management succession problem facing the merg- 
ing bank. 


As there is very little competition between the char- 
ter and merging banks, the merger will not alter the 
competitive banking structure in the Bay City area to 
any significant degree. Bay City Bank, and a local 
savings and loan association with withdrawable ac- 
counts of $4€ million, will continue to ofTer competi- 
tion. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed mer- 
ger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

April 24, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger of State Bank of Linwood, 
Linwood, Mich., into Peoples National Bank & Trust 
Co. of Bay City, Bay City, Mich., would eliminate some 
competition presently existing between the two banks. 
More significantly, it would increase National Bank’s 
share of total IPC deposits to 80 percent and of loans 
and discounts to 77 percent, thus seriously threatening 
the only other bank now competing with National 
Bank in the Bay City area. 

Because of the cumulative effect of prior mergers in 
the Bay City area and the excessive concentration al- 
ready existing there, the effect of the proposed merger 
between these two banks would appear to be seriously 
adverse to competition. 

* 


The Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co. of Pottsville, Pottsville, Pa., and the Union National 

Bank of Mahanoy City, Mahanoy, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name aj bank and type of transaction i 

Total assets 

1 

In 

operation 

To be 

operated 

The Union Mational Bank of Mahanoy City, Mahanoy City, Pa. (3997), with. . . . 
and the Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co. of Pottsville, Pottsville, Pa. 

S13, 951, 362 

37, 526, 608 

51, 477, 970 

2 


7 


merged May 8, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (1663). The 


9 





comptroller’s decision 

On February 24, 1964, the $36 million Pennsylvania 
National Bank & Trust Co. of Pottsville, Pottsville, Pa., 
and the $13 million Union National Bank of Mahanoy 
City, Mahanoy City, Pa., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency to merge under the charter with the 
title of the former. 

The applicant banks are located in Schuylkill 
Countv, Pa., approximately 90 road miles northwest 
of Philadelphia. The economy of Schuylkill County 


was long dominated by the mining of anthracite coal. 
When this industry began to suffer a decline some 30 
years ago, the local economy suffered. Accordingly, 
the population of Schuylkill County has declined from 
228,331 in 1940 to 173,027 at the present time. How- 
ever, great efforts have resulted in the development of 
a diversified economy. Aluminum processing, the 
fabrication of steel products and cigar manufacturing 
are now major industries. 

The Charter Bank’s head office is located in Potts- 
ville, the seat and largest city, population 21,659 of 
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Schuylkill County. It operates 5 in-county branches 
and 1 branch in Columbia County. At present, it com- 
petes aggressively with the 25 banks located within the 
trade area which closely approximates the boundaries 
of Schuylkill County. 

The $13 million Merging Bank has its head office in 
Mahanoy City some 13 miles from Pottsville. Broad 
Mountain is situated directly between these two cities 
and its barrier effect tends to sever them from each 
other. The result is that virtually no competition exists 
between the two banks. 

Mahanoy City experienced a population decline to 
8,536 from 10,934 in the past decade. It is estimated 
that 1,400 of its present inhabitants receive some form 
of public assistance. This picture is brightened by the 
employment of 1,000 men in the surroundii^ coal 
fields and 540 in a cigar plant. 

The Charter Bank has actively participated in the 
strenuous efforts being made to develop new industry 
in the area. Twenty-five percent of its loan portfolio 
is in local industrial and commercial loans as against 
3 percent for the Merging Bank. Because of its lend- 
ing limit the Charter Bank has been forced to partici- 
pate three recent loans. 


The $50 million Resulting Bank will continue to op- 
erate the Merging Bank’s two offices as branches. 
The merger will also provide a stronger local bank to 
meet the intense competition which will be introduced 
by the meiger of the small Schuylkill Trust Co. into 
the $198 million Berks County Trust Co. whose home 
office is Reading, Pa. Il; will solve the acute manage- 
ment problem now facing the Merging Bank. Its 
three executive officers have all passed retirement age 
and now wish to retire. 

Applying the statutory' criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is therefore approved. 

May 1, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

This proposal would extend Pennsylvania National’s 
service area to all of Schuylkill County, Pa., and would 
give it a countywide dominance. Moreover, the sur- 
vival of the American Bank, Union’s only competitor 
in Mahanoy City, as a vital competitive factor would 
be greatly jeopardized. The proposed merger would 
appear to have a significantly adverse effect upon 
competition. 


* * * 


Lafayette National Bank, Lafayette, Ind., and the Bank of Day'pon, Dayton, Ind, 




Banking offices 

of bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


51,385,916 

46, 905, 000 
48, 429, 000 

1 


was purchased May 9, 1964, by Lafa>ette National Bank, Lafayette, Ind. 

4 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 


5 


comptroller’s decision 

On March 4, 1964, the $46.9 million Lafayette Na- 
tional Bank, Lafayette, Ind., applied to the Comptrol- 
ler of the Currency for permission to purchase the 
assets and assume the liabilities of the $1.9 million 
Bank of Dayton, Dayton, Ind. 

Lafayette, with a population in excess of 42,000 in- 
habitants, is the hub of the rich agricultural area of 
northern Indiana. Adjacent West Lafayette has a 
permanent population of over 12,000 inhabitants and 
a student population of 15,000 attending Purdue Uni- 
versity. While the economy of Lafayette is based pri- 
marily on agriculture, some 15 industries contribute to 

96 


its viability. In addition to the purchasing bank, 
Lafayette is served by tlie $49.7 million Purdue Na- 
tional Bank of Lafayette, the $22.9 million Lafayette 
Loan & Trust Co., and the $13.5 million Lafayette 
Savings Bank. 

Dayton, located about 8 miles southeast of Lafayette, 
has a population of about 500 inhabitants who depend 
primarily on agriculture for their livelihood. Some 
residents of Dayton commute to and work in industrial 
plants in nearby Lafayette. 

The Lafayette Nationzil Bank operates two branches 
in Lafayette, one branch in West Lafayette, and has an 
additional branch under construction in West Lafay- 
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ette. With adequate capital and strong management, 
it offers a full line of banking services. 

The Bank of Dayton operates no branches and is the 
only bank in Dayton. Nearly all its customers are 
residents of Dayton and the surrounding agricultural 
area. The lack of successor management personnel 
qualified to operate the bank is one of the principal 
reasons prompting its board of directors to approve the 
sale. 

As there is virtually no competition between Lafay- 
ette National Bank and the Bank of Dayton, the effect 
of the purchase and assumption on the area banking 
structure will not be noticed; the buying bank will 
remain the second largest bank in Lafayette. A 
significant change wil!l, of course, take place in Dayton 
where the selling bank will be replaced by a well-run 
branch bank offering modern, low-cost, banking serv- 
ices and assistance in community promotion. Among 
the services which will be offered in Dayton for the 
first time will be comumer loans of all kinds, trust 
services, more efficient handling of items, and in- 


creased credit supplied by the much greater capital 
structure of the purchasing bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed pur- 
chase and assumption, we conclude that it is in the 
public interest and the application is therefore 
approved. 

Mayl, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The acquiring bank, Lafayette National, with 25.8 
percent of total IPG deposits and 24.2 percent of total 
loans, is the second largest bank in its service area 
which comprises Lafayette and West Lafayette Coun- 
ties. The bank of Dayton is a unit bank located in 
a town of 503 population some 8 miles from Lafayette. 
The competition between the participating banks ap- 
pears to be minimal and the proposed acquisition of 
the Bank of Dayton by Lafayette National will not 
significantly affect the latter’s market position. 

The effect of the proposed purchase of assets and 
assumption of liabilities on competition will not be 
significantly adverse. 


FirstJ National Bank & Trust Co. in Waynesboro, Waynesboro, Pa., and the First National Bank, 

Blue Ridge Summit, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of Blue Ridge Summit, Blue Ridge Summit, Pa. (12281), 

34, 432, 923 

19,757, 539 

24,190,461 

1 


and First National Bank & Trust Co. in Waynesboro, Waynesboro, Pa. 

1 


merged May 9, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (11866). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 


2 


comptroller’s decision 

On March 4, 1964, the $20.1 million First National 
Bank & Trust Go. in Waynesboro, Waynesboro, Pa., 
and the $4.4 million First National Bank of Blue 
Ridge Summit, Blue Ridge Summit, Pa., applied to 
the Comptroller of tlie Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter of the former and with the 
title, “First National Bank and Trust Company.” 

Waynesboro is a community of 10,600 which serves 
an estimated additional population of 10,000 within 
a 10-mile radius. It is an industrial and commercial 
trade center in an agricultural region in southern 
Pennsylvania. 

Blue Ridge Summit is a small mountain community 


located about 6 miles southeast of Waynesboro. It 
has a population of 500 permanent residents aug- 
mented during the summer months by tourists from 
Baltimore and Washington. The community is in- 
cluded in the general trade area of Waynesboro. 
Nearby Fort Ritchie maintains large numbers of mili- 
tary personnel and their families who contribute to the 
local economy. 

The First National Bank & Trust Co. is a full- 
service bank and the larger of two commercial banks 
in Waynesboro. It also experiences competition in 
its trade area from larger banks in Ghambersburg, Pa., 
and in Frederick and Hagerstown, Md. Other banks 
in Mont Alto, Pa., and Greencastle, Pa., offer addi- 
tional competition. 


779~56S— O.j 
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The merging bank is the only bank in Blue Ridge 
Summit. With a lending limit of $30^000, the bank 
has, in recent years, participated in a number of loans 
with the charter bank. It offers no trust services. 

Although some competition between the two banks 
will be eliminated by the merger, there will be no 
tendency toward monopoly since the resulting insti- 
tution will still face competition from banks in Waynes- 
boro and in surrounding communities. Bank services 
in the merging bank’s trade area will be improved 
through the introduction of trust services, consumer 
credit, and a higher lending limit. Moreover, operat- 
ing efficiencies will be achieved by both banks through 
the joint use of equipment. The pooling of managerial 
personnel will meet a latent succession problem be- 
ginning to appear in both banks. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that the 
merger is in the public interest and, therefore, the 
merger is approved. 

May 1, 1964. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First National Bank & Trust Co. in Waynes- 
boro, the town’s largest bank with assets of over $20 
million, deposits of over $16 million and loans of over 
$9 million, proposed to accjuire the First National Bank 
of Blue Ridge Summit, the only bank in a town 6 
miles distant from Waynesboro. The latter had, as of 
December 31, 1963, total assets of $4,366,000, total de- 
posits of $4,008,000, and net loans and discounts of 
$1,987,000. Both banks operate no branches, provide 
normal banking services on a relatively limited scale, 
except that the latter does not maintain a trust 
department. 

The merger would eliminate competition between 
the merging banks and increase the dominant position 
of the Waynesboro bank in the immediate service area. 
However, a number of banks will remain as alternate 
sources of banking services in Waynesboro and sur- 
rounding areas. The effect of the merger on competi- 
tion in the Waynesboro area would be adverse but in 
the larger areas not substantially adverse. 


Cherry Hill National Bank, Cherry Hill, N.J., and First Camden National Bank & Trust Co., Camden, 

NJ. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$7, 424. 859 

169, 477, 653 

176, 902, 512 

3 


and First Camden National ]^nk & Trust Co., Camden, N.J. (1209), which 

13 


merged May 15, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (1209). The 

16 




comptroller’s decision 

On March 12, 1964, the $175.8 million First Cam- 
den National Bank & Trust Co. of Camden, Camden, 
N.J., and the $8.9 million Cherry Hill National Bank, 
of Cherry Hill, N.J., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and title of the former. 

Camden County, in which the applicants are situ- 
ated, forms part of the metropolitan Philadelphia com- 
plex. The county has enjoyed a rapid industrial and 
residential expansion in the past decade. The city of 
Camden, population 117,000 while following the na- 
tional urban pattern of decreasing population, is a 
highly diversified and important industrial center with 
excellent transportation, manufacturing, and maritime 

98 


facilities. Cherry Hill, a residential suburb of the city 
of Camden, has exhibited excellent growth over the 
past decade with its population increasing from 12,000 
to 40,000. Cherry Hill Mall, a regional shopping cen- 
ter situated in Cherry Hill, has attracted national at- 
tention and has been instrumental in bringing both 
new business and new residents to the township. Pros- 
pects for further expansion in the area seem favorable. 

The charter bank, a regional bank with 10 offices 
located in Camden County and 1 in Philadelphia, 
serves that half of the metropolitan Philadelphia area 
comprised of Philadelphia and 3 adjacent New Jersey 
counties. A highly comj^etitive banking structure has 
evolved in that area with 53 commercial banks, rang- 
ing in size from the $1.46 billion First Pennsylvania 
Banking & Trust Co. to the $1.2 million Marian Bank 
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& Trust Co., and hundreds of nonbank financial insti- 
tutions, such as savings and loan associations, insur- 
ance companies, and sales finance companies. 

The merging bank, with its two branches, is the 
smallest unaffiliated bank serving Cherry Hill and 
adjacent communities. Until recently, the merging 
bank’s excellent location in Cherry Hill Mall enabled 
it to withstand strong competitive pressures from the 
Camden Trust Co., the largest bank in southern New 
Jersey, which heretofore had only one branch situated 
on the periphery of Cherry Hill. Due to a pending 
acquisition, however, Camden Trust Co. will soon have 
two more branches operating in Cherry Hill, thus 
transforming the present competitive structure. The 
proposed merger should restore the competitive 
balance. 

Competition between the applicants is minimal. 
The charter bank has retained or acquired the business 
of those primarily interested in the special services of 
a regional bank while the merging bank has acquired 
the business of those primarily interested in the con- 
venience of a local bank. This latter category includes 
the residents and smaller commercial establishments in 
the Cherry Hill area. 

While the merging bank has been an aggressive, 
competing element in the banking structure of its area, 
it has been unable to provide adequately for the press- 
ing demands resulting from the extraordinary growth 
of its community. The bank has been unable to re- 
spond to numerous demands for loans in excess of its 
present lending limit of $60,000. Its small resources 
have inhibited new, convenient financing and trust 
services, as well as expanded housing loans. 


Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

May 13, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First Camden was established in 1812 and is the 
second largest of 10 banks in Camden County, being 
only slightly smaller than the Camden Trust Co. It 
has 10 offices in Camden County and 1 in Philadelphia 
and, as of December 31, 1963, had total assets of 
$175,898,000, total deposits of $156,376,000, net loans 
and discounts of $100,082,000, and total capital ac- 
counts of $10,415,000. 

Cherry Hill National, chartered in 1961, has three 
banking offices, all of which are located in Cherry Hill. 
As of December 31, 1963, it had total assets of 
$8,951,000, total deposits of $7,822,000, net loans and 
discounts of $4,541,000, and total capital accounts of 
$784,000. 

Commercial banking in Camden County is already 
highly concentrated, with First Camden and Camden 
Trust Co. holding 74.19 percent of the deposits and 
80.98 percent of the loans held by all banks in the 
county. In addition, these two banks have 23 of the 
42 banking offices presently located in the county. 

In vie^v of the direct competition which would be 
eliminated and the increase in the already high level 
of concentration in Camden County banking which 
would result, it is our opinion that the effect of the 
proposed merger on competition would be seriously 
adverse. 


* * * 


First Bank & Trust Co., National Association, Fords, N.J., and Woodbridge National Bank, Wood- 

bridge, N.J. 


Xai»e of batik and type of transaciinn 

Total assets 

! 

Banking offices 

In 1 To be 

operation j operated 


i 

$24,786, 119 

65,568,994 

85, 733, 774 

3 ■ 


and First Bank & Tnist Co., National Association, Fords, N.J. (15255), which 

3 ■ 


merged May 15, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (15255). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 


: 6 


comptroller’s decision 

On March 11, 1964, the $59.8 million First Bank 
& Trust Co., National Association, Fords, N.J., and 


the $25.3 million Woodbridge National Bank, Wood- 
bridge. N.J., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter and 
with the title of the former. 
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Fordsj with a population in excess of 12,000, and 
Woodbridge Township, with an estimated population 
of 80,000, are located in the densely populated north- 
ern portion of Middlesex County, N.J., about 25 miles 
from New York City. Fast commuter train service 
and accessibility to the New Jersey Turnpike and the 
Garden State Parkway permit a large number of peo- 
ple in this area to work in New York, and contribute 
to the area’s residential and industrial growth. Such 
national industries as metals, chemicals, electronics, 
and petroleum processing furnish employment to many 
local inhabitants. 

First Bank & Trust Co., National Association, a full- 
service institution with a branch in Perth Amboy and 
another in the town of Avenel, is the largest of 20 com- 
mercial banks in Middlesex County. Competition in 
the county stems from 18 other banks with 37 offices, 
exclusive of those of the merging bank. The charter 
bank holds about 13.1 percent of county deposits, while 
its largest competitors the $49.2 million First National 
Bank of Middlesex County, South River, and the $50.6 
million National Bank of New Jersey, New Brunswick, 
hold 11.3 and 10.9 percent of deposits, respectively. 

Woodbridge National Bank, operating one branch 
at Avenel and another at Islin, maintains its home 
office in Woodbridge, about 2.4 miles from Fords. 
Approximately 99 percent of the merging bank’s stock 
is owned by the bank’s president, whose family has the 
controlling interest in the charter bank. The same 
man is also the president of the charter bank. Prior 
to the stock acquisition by the present owner, the 
merging bank had been reluctant to offer a full line of 
banking services, and although it had trust powers, it 
did not exercise them. 

Since the participating banks are already on a co- 
operative basis due to their common ownership, con- 
summation of the proposed merger will hardly reduce 
competition between them. No adverse effects of this 
proposal are foreseeable in view of the extensive com- 
petition from numerous other commercial banks in the 
same and adjoining counties. Moreover, 2 savings 
banks with deposits aggregating $134.9 million and 14 
savings and loan associations with share accounts of 
$86 million afford substantial additional competition. 

The resulting bank will realize significant savings 
through more efficient use of bank operations and man- 


agement. Consequently, it will be in a better position 
to serve the expanding industrial and commercial 
needs of one of the fastest growing counties in New 
Jersey. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the above facts, 
we conclude that the proposed merger is in the public 
interwt, and, the application is therefore approved. 

May 13, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First Bank & Trust Co. is the largest bank in its serv- 
ice area. As of January 31, 1964, its assets were 
$59,802,997, deposits $53,695,800, and loans and dis- 
counts $28,234,261. 

Woodbridge National Bank is located 2.4 miles from 
First Bank & Trust Co. As of January 31, 1964, its 
assets were $25,340,724, deposits $22,988,450, and 
loans and discounts $9,859,952. 

The application states direct competition between 
the two banks is not substantial, based on the fact that 
the president of First Bank & Trust Co. purchased ap- 
proximately 99 percent of the stock of Woodbridge 
National Bank in January of 1964. This Department 
cannot accept the premise that because of this stock 
purchase direct competition which may have existed 
prior to such stock purchase is no longer relevant. 

The application contains no data relating to com- 
mon depositors or borrowers, nor any data reflecting 
the deposits and loans each bank obtained from the 
service area of the other. It is obvious, however, that 
substantial competition would exist between the merg- 
ing banks, except for common ownership. The effect 
of the merger would, of course, eliminate this compe- 
tition for all time. 

The application lists 20 banks (including the par- 
ticipating banks) in Middlesex County, which the ap- 
plication states is the major competitive area. First 
Bank & Trust Co. is presently the largest of these banks 
and after the proposed merger the resulting bank will 
be roughly double the size of the number two bank, 
measured by deposits and loans. Its present competi- 
tive advantage over each of these banks in Middlesex 
County will be sharply enhanced after the proposed 
meiger. 

It is our view that the effect of this proposed merger 
on competition will be substantially adverse. 
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The Carolina Bank, Graniteville, S.C., and the Citizens & Southern National Bank of South Carolina, 

Charleston, S.C. 


1 


Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

i 

'Total assets 

! In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$2, 432,227 

167, 853, 862 
j 170, 155,052 

2 


and the Citizens & Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, 
S.C. (14425), which had 

26 


merged May 23, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (14425). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

28 


comptroller's decision 

On March 16, 1964, the $164.8 million Citizens & 
Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charles- 
ton, S.C., and the $2.5 million Carolina Bank, Granite- 
ville, S.C., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter and with 
the title of the former. 

The charter bank operates in three principal areas 
comprising 12 communities in South Carolina: The 
Charleston area, with a population of 230,000, is 
located in the southea:5tern section of the State; the 
Columbia area, with a population of 200,000, is lo- 
cated in the central section ; and the Spartanburg area, 
with a population of 157,000, is located in the north- 
western section. Since the charter bank operates 
offices throughout the greater portion of the State, 
its area of activity has a diversified economic base 
which has been changing from an agricultural to an 
industrial orientation. Federal Government activity 
is an important factor in the economy of the Charles- 
ton and Columbia areas, while in the Spartanbuig- 
Florence area, the economy is based on agriculture and 
industry. 

The merging bank is located in Graniteville, which 
is an unincorporated community near Augusta, Ga., 
in the western portion of South Carolina with a service 
area population of 7,500. Its economy is based pri- 
marily on the textile industry which employs more 
than 2,000 area residents. 

The charter bank is the second largest bank in South 
Carolina, operating 7.3 percent of the State’s com- 
mercial banking offices and holding 12.6 percent of the 
total deposits. It is approximately one-half the size 
of the State’s largest bank and twice the size of the 
third largest bank. The charter bank’s offices closest 
to the merging bank are 75 miles away in the Colum- 
bia area. There are no known common deposit or 
loan accounts and neither bank has shared nor placed 
any loans with the other during the preceding year. 


Although the merging bank is the only bank in 
Graniteville, its small size puts it at a competitive dis- 
advantage with larger banks located in Aiken, S.G., 
and Augusta, Ga., 6 and 1 1 miles distant, respectively. 
In addition, savings and loan associations, sales finance 
and personal loan companies, life insurnce companies, 
credit unions and direct lending agencies of the Gov- 
ernment presently offer competition in the service areas 
of the merging and charter bank. Considering tlie 
proximity of other banks as well as the presence of 
these institutions, alternative sources of credit are read- 
ily available to the residents. 

Primary benefit to the residents of the Graniteville- 
North Augusta area will be the addition of an aggres- 
sive, efficiently run, full-service bank, operated by ex- 
perienced and competent management. The modem, 
automated equipment and efficient operating proced- 
ures of Citizens should substantially lower service costs 
to the customers of the bank. The residents will also 
benefit from the trust department services of the char- 
ter bank since tmst services are not presently being 
offered by the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

May 14, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Citizens & Southern is the second largest of 4 state- 
wide commercial banks in South Carolina with about 
14 percent of the State’s deposits and 24 offices lo- 
cated in 7 different areas in the State. At the present 
time it has pending a separate application to merge 
with a unit bank in northeast South Carolina. Caro- 
lina Bank has two offices located in Graniteville and 
North Augusta, S.C., respectively, about 60 miles 
southwest of Citizens & Southern’s nearest offices in 
Columbia, S.C. Its total deposits are $2,192,000, less 
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than 1 percent of the total deposits of all banks in the 
State. 

There appears to be no actual competition between 
the merging banks due to the distance which separates 
their respective offices. Carolina Bank is the only 
bank in Graniteville, but its branch in North Augusta 
faces competition from North Augusta Banking Co., 
which operates the only other bank office in that com- 
munity. The merger, therefore, would subject North 
Augusta Banking Co., with deposits of only $4,338,000, 


to direct competition with a branch of the much larger 
Citizen & Southern system, At the same time it would 
constitute one more step in a series of acquisitions by 
the four largest South Caiolina banks which threatens 
to transform the State’s banking industry into a small 
number of giant, statewide institutions. 

We conclude that the proposed merger, standing 
alone, would not have a significant adverse effect upon 
competition but as part of a trend toward further con- 
centration is adverse. 


The Citizens & Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, S.C., and Citizens Bank of 

Darlington, Darlington, S.C. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

1 

In \ 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$5,611,686 ! 

170, 155, 052 

175,735,790 

2 i 


and the Citizens & Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, 

28 


merged May 23, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (14425). 

30 




comptroller’s decision 

On March 19, 1964, the $166.5 million Citizens & 
Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charles- 
ton, S.C., and the $5.7 million Citizens Bank of Dar- 
lington, Darlington, S.C., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the former. 

Charleston, with a population of 66,000, located in 
Charleston County with a population in excess of 

216.000, is an important South Atlantic port and mili- 
tary center. Its excellent harbor facilities attract con- 
siderable international trade and provide a repair 
station for both commercial and naval ships. Large 
quantities of the State’s agricultural products and sea- 
foods are marketed in Charleston. The pace of in- 
dustrial activity is reflected in the doubling of the value 
of manufactured products during the past 10 years. 

Darlington, seat of Darlington County, is located in 
the northeastern part of the State. Its population is in 
excess of 6,700 and the county population is over 

53.000. Industry in Darlington consists of an elec- 
tronics manufacturing plant, employing about 1,100 
people, a paper-cup plant, a veneer plant, and a small 
manufacturer of women’s apparel. The surrounding 
rural area is devoted principally to cotton, tobacco, 
and soybean cultivation. 


Citizens & Southern National Bank is the second 
largest of four statewide commercial banks in South 
Carolina. It maintains its principal office in Charles- 
ton and has 23 branches located in 7 different areas 
in the State, including 2 branch offices in Florence, 10 
miles southeast of Darlington. Its two largest competi- 
tors are the $335.8 million South Carolina National 
Bank of Charleston and the $115 million First Na- 
tional Bank of South Carolina in Columbia. 

The bank’s only competitor in Darlington was re- 
cently acquired as a branch by the First National Bank 
of South Carolina. Other competition is offered by 
four branches of South Carolina National Bank and 
by the Guaranty Bank & Trust Co. with its main office 
and two branches in nearby Florence. 

Since there is virtually no competition between the 
applicant banks, consummation of the proposed mer- 
ger will not reduce competition nor serve to promote 
monopoly. Moreover, the people of Darlington will 
have available the modem banking services of another 
statewide institution, further stimulating competition 
in the area. Availability of the charter bank’s person- 
nel will insure continued good management. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed mer- 
ger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

May 15, 1964. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Citizens & Southern is the second largest of 4 state- 
wide commercial banks in South Carolina with about 
14 percent of the State’s deposits and 24 offices located 
in 7 different areas in the State. At the present time 
it also has pending a separate application to merge 
with a small bank in southwest South Carolina. Citi- 
zens has two offices located in Darlington, S.C., about 
10 miles northwest of Citizens & Southern’s nearest two 
offices in Florence, S.C. Its total deposits are 
$5,124,000, about 0.4 percent of the total deposits of 
all banks in the State. There is some direct competi- 
tion between the merging banks due to the proximity 
of their respective offices in the Darlington-Florence 
area. 

South Carolina’s banking resources are highly con- 
centrated in the four large statewide institutions, which 
together control 54 percent of the State’s total deposits, 
partly as a result of prior mergers. These 4 banks have 
acquired 24 smaller banks in the past decade and at 
the same time have been opening numerous de novo 
branch offices. Such acquisitions by one of the four 
dominant banks have often led directly to a similar 
acquisition by one of the others, with the result that 
the only independent banks in a number of South Caro- 
lina communities have been eliminated from competi- 


tion and remaining unit banks in nearby communities 
have been subjected to direct competition with offices 
of much more powerful institutions. 

The proposed merger is the most recent in this 
process, which, if unchecked, threatens to concentrate 
South Carolina’s banking resources in a small number 
of large branch systems. This application was made 
shortly after, and appears to be a direct result of, an 
application by one of Citizens & Southern’s closest 
competitors to acquire the other Darlington bank. To- 
gether with the latter acquisition, the proposed merger 
would tend to motivate the other statewide systems to 
respond with similar acquisitions, and those smaller 
banks now in most direct competition with Citizens 
might consider such a proposal to insure their survival 
in competition with Citizens & Southern. At the same 
time the merger would eliminate some direct competi- 
tion between the applicants in the Darlington-Florence 
area, where Citizens has about 13 percent, and Citizens 
& Southern about 9 percent, of the area’s deposits, 
If the merger is approved, in less than 3 years that area 
will have lost three of its four local, independent banks 
through mergers with statewide systems. 

In view of the bank merger history in South Caro- 
lina, the proposed merger threatens to have a serious 
adverse effect upon competition and may aggravate 
the trend toward oligopoly and monopoly in that State. 


The Bank of Rowland, Rowland, N.C., and Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton, 

N.C. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

lotat assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


S3, 858, 503 

32, 695,056 

35, 908, 303 

1 


and Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton, N.C. (10610), 

14 


merged May 23, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (10610). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

15 


comptroller’s decision 

On March 17, 1964, the $32.1 million Southern 
National Bank of North Carolina, Lumberton, N.C., 
and the $3.8 million Bank of Rowland, Rowland, N.C., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and title of the 
former. 

The applicant banks are located in Robeson County 
in south central North Carolina. Rowland, site of the 


only office of the Bank of Rowland, has a population 
of 1,500 and is 3 miles north of the South Carolina 
border. Lumberton, county seat of Robeson County 
and site of the main office of the charter bank, has 
a population of 15,300 and is 16 miles northeast of 
Rowland. Southern National operates 13 offices in 
6 south central counties of North Carolina. No 
Southern National branch is closer to the Bank of 
Rowland than the Fairmont branch, which is 13 miles 
east of Rowland. 
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The area served by the applicant banks derives its 
primary economic support from agriculture, princi- 
pally tobacco and cotton crops, and from an expanding 
textile industry. The area has definite prospects for 
development, as several of the Nation’s largest textile 
manufacturers have been expanding in an area slightly 
north of Lumberton and Rowland. Fort Bragg, the 
largest military installation in the county in land area, 
is within Southern National’s service area. 

Southern National Bank has grown 250 percent over 
the past 5 years which is indicative of dynamic and 
aggressive management. As a result of this merger, 
the increased size of Southern National Bank will allow 
it to compete even more effectively over a wider area 
with the $381 million First Union National Bank of 
North Carolina and the $43 million Waccamaw Bank 
& Trust Co., both with area offices in Lumberton, N.C. 
The presence of a third banking unit of substantial 
size in the area, especially one which has exhibited 
great internal growth in the recent past, will provide 
this expanding community with another choice which 
will stimulate competition. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 


and the application is, thejiefore, approved. 

May 18, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Southern National Bank of Lumberton, N.C., pro- 
poses to acquire by merger Bank of Rowland, Rowland, 
N.C. 

Southern National was organized in 1897 and has 
never been involved in a merger. It operates eight 
offices and has total resources of $32 million. Bank 
of Rowland was organized in 1903 and has never 
been involved in a merger. It has one office and is 
the only bank in Rowland and it has total resources 
of $3,800,000. 

While the proposed merger of these two banks does 
not appear to have a significant effect on competition, 
the continuing trend toward concentration in com- 
mercial banking in North Carolina, which has seen 
the three largest banks in the State account for 85 
percent of the resources acquired by merger in a 3- 
year period, is a matter of serious concern and may 
lead to the substantial lessening of competition and 
tendency toward monopoly condemned by the Celler- 
Kefauver Act. 


Salmon Falls Bank, Rollinspord, N.H., and the First National Bank op Somersworth, Somersworth, 

N.H. 




Banking offices 

oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$719. 560 

1,331,195 

2, 050, 7,56 

1 1 


and the First National Bank ofSomersworth, Somersworth, N.H. (1180), which 

1 1 

! 


merged May 29, 1964, under the charter of the latter bank (1180) and under 
the title “First Somersworth-Rollinsford National Bank.” Tlie merged bank 

2 





COMPTROLLER'S DECISION 

On March 9, 1964, the $700,000 Salmon Falls 
Bank, Rollinsford, N.H., and the $1.4 million First 
National Bank of Somersworth, Somersworth, N.H., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency to mei^ 
imder the charter of the latter and with the title “The 
First Somersworth-Rollinsford National Bank.” 

The applicant banks are located in Rollinsford, pop- 
ulation 1,935, and Somersworth, population 8,529. 
The two towns are 4 miles apart and are situated in 
the southeastern area of the State. Somersworth is 
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an industrial town where a division of the General 
Electric Co. provides employment for 1,500 people. 
Rollinsford, also an industrial town, has 2 shoe fac- 
tories that employ 550 people. 

The merging and charter banks, along with five 
others banks led by the $6.5 million First National 
Bank of Rochester and the $3.8 million Strafford Na- 
tional Bank of Dover, serve the same area. Of these 
seven banks, the applicants are the smallest. 

The resulting bank will be able to procure a banking 
house with an adequate \'ault and sufficient space for 
improved customer service and bank operations, all of 
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which are now lacking in the present quarters of both 
applicants. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and it is therefore approved. 

May 11, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Salmon Falls Bank, with $497,000 in deposits 
and $294,000 in loans, has 1.8 and 2 percent, respec- 
tively, of the total deposits and loans of all seven com- 
mercial banks which compete in its service area. The 


First National Bank of Somersworth, with $1,023,000 
in deposits and $729,000 in loans, has 3.8 and 5 percent 
of the total deposits and loans. Each of the merging 
banks is smaller than the other five banks and the re- 
sulting bank, with 5.6 percent of deposits and 7 percent 
of loans, would be the smallest commercial bank in 
the service area. 

The merger’s elimination of the Salmon Falls Bank 
as an independent bank does not appear significant in 
the context of the available banking resources in the 
relevant market. We conclude, therefore, that the 
proposed merger will have no substantial adverse ef- 
fects upon competition. 


Michigan National Bank, Lansing, Mich., and Citizens Industrial Bank, Grand Rapids, Mich. 




Banking offices 

JVame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$2, 193, 000 

737, 442, 000 
739,131,079 

1 


was purchased June 15, 1964, by the Michigan National Bank, Lansing, 

19 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

\ 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 1, 1964, the $737 million Michigan Na- 
tional Bank, Lansing, Mich., applied to the Comptrol- 
ler of the Currency for permission to purchase the 
assets and assume the liabilities of the $2.4 million 
Citizens Industrial Bank, Grand Rapids, Mich. 

The purchasing bank, with headquarters in Lansing, 
has a total of 18 offices in the State, including 1 in 
Grand Rapids. Grand Rapids, a city of 202,000, was 
formerly known as the furniture capital of the world. 
While the importance of that industry has declined in 
recent years, diversified manufacturing, especially the 
fabrication of automobile parts, has assumed greater 
importance. 

Banking competition in Grand Rapids is active. In 
addition to the charter bank, which is located 65 miles 
from Grand Rapids and is thus prohibited from estab- 
lishing another branch in Grand Rapids by Michigan 
law limiting establishment of new branches to a 25-miIe 
radius of the home office, there are four other banks: 
the $323 million Old Kent Bank & Trust Co., with 29 
branches; the $118 million Union Bank & Trust Co., 
with 19 branches; the $22.6 million Central Bank with 
6 branches; and the $2.4 million selling bank. The 
selling bank operates no branches and, following con- 


summation of this transaction, its existing office will be 
closed. 

The selling bank has made no progress in the last 
decade and the avowed purpose of this sale is to per- 
mit it to terminate its operations with minimum incon- 
venience to its depositors and borrowers. Since the 
bank holds only one-quarter of 1 percent of the depos- 
its in Grand Rapids and more than 50 banking offices 
will still serve the city after the transaction, this sale 
will have no adverse effect on competition. The trans- 
action is therefore approved. 

June 1, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Excluding Detroit banks, Michigan National is the 
largest bank in Michigan (reported total assets of 
$737,442,000 as of December 20, 1963) . It is twice as 
large as its nearest rival in Grand Rapids, Old Kent 
Bank & Trust Co. Its growth from a one-city opera- 
tion to a statewide institution is marked in large part 
by acquisitions of other banks, no less than 9 in a span 
of 18 years. 

The application, sparse in economic information, 
furnishes no statistics from which to judge Michigan 
National’s exact position competitionwise in the Grand 
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Rapids service area. On the basis of size alone, how- 
ever, it is dominant. 

The acquisition must be examined against the back- 
drop of Michigan National’s growth through acquisi- 
tion of other banks and the workings of its employees 
trust fund. Michigan National’s full status as a bank- 


ing power, then, is not immediately discernible. A 
definite trend toward monopolization is indicated, and 
in the circumstances any acquisition, even the most 
innocuous, becomes suspect. 

The proposed acquisition is viewed as having prob- 
able adverse competitive effects. 


The National Bank op Commerce of Seattle, Seattle, Wash., and the Bank op Endicott, Endicott, 

Wash. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


S2, 049, 435 

707, 866, 000 
709,885,000 | 

1 1 


was purchased June 19, 1964, by the National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, 

75 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had ! 

76 


comptroller’s decision 

On March 6, 1964, the $707.7 million National 
Bank of Commerce of Seattle, Seattle, Wash., applied 
to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
purchase the assets and assume the liabilities of the 
$2.4 million Bank of Endicott, Endicott, Wash. 

Seattle, with a population of 563,000, is the largest 
city in the Pacific Northwest and a trade center for an 
economy dependent on lumbering, manufacturing, 
fishing, and shipping. The largest single employer is 
the Boeing Co. and the local economy largely fluctuates 
with the fortunes of Boeing. 

Endicott, located at the eastern end of the State 65 
miles south of Spokane and 250 miles east of Seattle, 
has a population of 392. The local economy is heavily 
dependent on agriculture, predominantly wheat and 
barley production. The population and the local econ- 
omy have not experienced any growth in recent years. 

The purchasing bank, with 74 branches and 19 per- 
cent of commercial deposits in Washington, is the sec- 
ond largest bank in the State. There are 3 other state- 
wide banks competing with the purchasing bank, the 
largest of which is the $1,242 million Seattle-First 
National Bank with 101 branches and 35 percent of 
statewide deposits. The third largest bank in the 
State is the $273.7 million Peoples National Bank with 
33 branches and 7.8 percent of deposits. 

The selling bank has no branches and its share of 
statewide deposits is less than one-tenth of 1 percent. 
In the past few years, the selling bank has lost business 
due to inflexible and unpopular management decisions. 
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Moreover, the president and principal stockholder is 
77 years of age and wishe.s to retire. Adequate suc- 
cessor management is not available from within or 
through recruitment. 

Consummation of the proposed purchase and as- 
sumption will not alter the relative competitive posi- 
tions of the major banking institutions. On the con- 
trary, it will give the applicant bank a branch in the 
eastern part of the State and will stimulate competition 
with the Colfax branches of the Seattle-First National 
Bank and the $175.7 million Old National Bank, which 
now serve the area. 

By introducing modem banking serivces into Endi- 
cott, some improvement in the local economy may be 
expected. Moreover, the availability of experienced 
personnel from the purchasing bank will eliminate the 
selling bank’s management succession problem. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed pur- 
chase and assumption, we conclude that it is in the pub- 
lic interest, and, therefore, the application is approved. 

June 9, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

In this application, the second largest commercial 
bank in the State of Washington, much of whose recent 
growth has been achieved by the acquisition of other 
banks, seeks to acquire a small independent bank. 
The acquisition would c(5ntinue a merger trend in 
which the State’s largest banks have been principal 
participants. It would add to the already high con- 
centration of the State’s banking resources in the hands 
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of a few dominant banks. Finally, this acquisition 
would upset the relative competitive equality which 
now prevails among the Selling Bank and the two inde- 
pendent banks which offer a degree of competition to 
such bank. 


It is our opinion that this proposed acquisition, 
standing alone, would not have a significant adverse 
effect upon competition but is part of a trend toward 
greater and greater concentration of banking in the 
State of Washington. 


The Bank of Gai.ifornia National Association, San Francisco, Calif., and the American National 
Bank of San Bernardino, San Bernardino, Calif. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The American National Bank of San Bernardino, San Bernardino, Calif. (10031), 

$64, 555, 815 

1,009,630,696 

1,074, 572,714 

8 


and the Bank of California, National Association, San Francisco, Calif. 

43 


merged June 26, 1.964, under charter and title of the latter bank (9655). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 
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comptroller’s decision 

On March 4, 1964, the $1,007 million Bank of Cali- 
fornia National Association, San Francisco, Calif., and 
the $62.8 million American National Bank of San Ber- 
nardino, San Bernardino, Calif., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the former. 

San Francisco is considered to be the financial cap- 
ital of the western United States. In addition to be- 
ing the home office of the charter bank, the city con- 
tains the headquarters of three other large statewide 
banks, as well as other local and foreign banks. The 
importance of the San Francisco area as a major port, 
an industrial complex, a commercial center, and a 
cultural and educational base is attested by the rapidity 
of its population growth — 1960 population increased 
24.2 percent over 1950 to 2.7 million inhabitants — 
and the increase in its financial resources. With the 
assets of several San Francisco banks being in the bil- 
lions of dollars, the addition of the merging bank’s 
assets to those of the charter bank will clearly have a 
negligible effect on the banking structure in the San 
Francisco and northern California area. 

The Bank of California, founded in San Francisco 
in 1864, is the 6th laigest bank in California and the 
38th largest in the United States. It is a full service 
domestic bank and has an active international finance 
business. Through several mergers and internal 
growth, the bank has had a remarkable 100-percent 
increase in deposits from 1954 to 1963, from $441 mil- 
lion to $886 million. It is a geographically broad- 


based bank, with 34 offices in California, 2 offices in 
Washington, and 1 office in Oregon. Despite its mul- 
tistate composition, the bank had limited its activities 
in California to the north-central part of the State until 
August 1963, at which time an office was established 
in the central business district of Los Angeles. The 
Los Angeles branch, while comparatively new, has met 
with general public approval. 

The principal impact of the merger will be felt in 
San Bernardino, the head office of the merging bank 
and the governmental and economic center of San 
Bernardino County. Adjoining Los Angeles County 
at its western boundary and extending to the Nevada 
State line on the east, San Bernardino County covers 
20,131 square miles and is the largest county in the 
world in area. It has a warm, semiarid climate and 
a greatly varied topography which ranges from the 
lofty San Bernardino mountains to vast stretches of 
the arid Mojave desert. As would be expected in 
this large and variegated county, the economy is highly 
diverse with agriculture, missile development, military 
installations, mineral deposits, steel production, and 
recreation providing the main support. 

The population and economic activity in the county 
are concentrated in the city of San Bernardino and its 
environs, where the merging bank operates. Located 
in the southwestern section of San Bernardino County, 
the city had an estimated 1963 population of 96,400, 
a considerable increase in the 3-year period since the 
1960 population of 92,000; projections are for similar 
growth in the foreseeable future. The population in 
the bank’s service area, which includes the city and 
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certain satellite towns, jumped 63 percent from 164,- 
350 in 1950 to 258,348 in 1960. Personal income, 
employment, assessed value of all property and other 
indicators of the area’s economy show dramatic gains 
over the past 10 years, with forecasts of equally ex- 
pansionary movement during the 1960’s. 

The American National Bank was founded in 1916 
and maintained only one office in San Bernardino for 
several decades. In 1943 a facility was opened at 
Norton Air Force Base on the outskirts of the city and 
since that time, six more branches have been opened 
in the greater San Bernardino area. An office in 
nearby Redlands has been approved and is expected 
to be in operation late in 1964. Deposits of the bank 
have risen 80 percent in the most recent 10-year period 
to $57.6 million on December 31, 1963, and loans have 
increased 230 percent to $40.4 million in the same 
period. 

The capable and vigorous management of the char- 
ter bank can supply the direction which the San 
Bernardino bank will need so badly in the coming 
years of expansion in the San Bernardino area. 

This diverse and dynamic section of southern Cali- 
fornia will indeed require strong institutions to meet 
the convenience and needs of its economic expansion. 
Agriculture on a large scale, major commercial estab- 
lishments and big manufacturing concerns are a few 
of the industries included within the San Bernardino 
banking community; their needs can only be met by an 
institution stronger than the local bank. Branches of 
major California banks have come into San Bernar- 
dino to serve the area’s needs, making it more neces- 
sary than ever for the merging bank to become part 
of a major system in order to handle its share of the 
commercial business. Its legal loan limit of $210,000 
does not permit the bank to serve effectively some of 
the major industries in San Bernardino. 

The present size of the merger bank severely re- 
stricts loan volume. One of the principal financial 
requirements in San Bernardino is capital for real 
estate loans stemming from the influx of people into 
this southern California region. The merging bank 
has not been able to meet the demands for these loans 
even though its loan portfolio is at a high 70 percent 
of deposits. With real estate loans increasing from 
$2.7 million in 1954 to $36.2 million in 1963, the 
bank has had to sell $35 million originating in its 
service area to other investors because of its own 
financial limitations. The need for a larger capital 
and deposit structure is evident. 

The facilities of a major bank will broaden the 
services which the merging bank can offer in the 
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San Bernardino area. The resulting bank, for ex- 
ample, can offer international and stock transfer de- 
partments which the merging bank does not now 
have, but which the area needs. On the other hand, 
the merging bank has particularly strong escrow and 
mortgage servicing departments which the charter 
bank can use to complement its other operations. 

While the advantages of the merger to the San 
Bernardino community are very substantial, the com- 
petitive aspects must be (examined. The merging 
bank is the only locally owned bank in San Bernardino. 
It is closely held, predominantly by San Bernardino 
residents. The merits of having a bank controlled by 
local residents is persuasive only when the bank can 
serve the community effectively. In the instant case, 
the bank now finds it difficult to recruit an effective 
management group and impossible to provide the 
capital and financial services which the San Bernar- 
dino area calls on it to supply. The purely local 
character of the merging bank has little value in this 
situation. 

The resulting bank will be more competitive in the 
San Bernardino area than the present merging bank, 
while no competition will be eliminated. The service 
areas of the applicant banlcs do not overlap, as the 
nearest branch of the charter bank is 60 miles away in 
Los Angeles and has only been open less than 1 year. 
A comparison of commercial deposits in the two banks 
reveals only five common customers, and these are 
all large regional or national firms which keep funds 
in the locality where they do business. No accounts 
of either bank originate iri the service area of the 
other. 

In the State, the charter bank now has only 2.2 
percent of total commercial banking deposits and its 
share, as a result of the merger, will increase to 2.4 
percent, hardly a share of the California market which 
could be called concentrative. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved, 

June 15, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

American National is a successful local bank with 
assets of $62,807,000, deposits of $57,647,000, loans of 
$39,590,000, and 213 trust accounts. Its eight offices 
are located in five communities in the southwestern 
portion of San Bernardino County about 60 miles east 
of Los Angeles Calif. All other bank offices in these 
communities are branches of large regional or statewide 
chain banking systems. 
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Bank of California is the sixth largest commercial 
bank in California and 38th in the Nation, with assets 
of $1,006,951,000, deposits of $886,003,000, loans of 
$522,415,000, and 4,910 trust accounts. It has 34 
banking offices in California and 1 each in Portland, 
Oreg., and in Seattle and Tacoma, Wash. Its only 
office in southern California is a large nt^w head- 
quarters office which it established in downtown Los 
Angeles in August 1963. 

There appears to be little direct competition between 
American National and Bank of California because the 
latter*s closest office is 60 miles from the communities 
served by American National. The merger would. 


however, eliminate potential competition between the 
applicants. Absent the merger, Bank of California 
could be expected to expand from its headquarters 
office in Los Angeles by establishing de novo branches 
in the growing San Bernardino area, which is the next 
metropolitan area east of Los Angeles. The merger 
would also have the undesirable effect of eliminating 
the only local and independent bank in the area and 
making San Bernardino completely dependent on 
branches of banl^s whose headquarters and major in- 
terest are elsewhere (in San Francisco or Los Angeles) . 

We conclude that the proposed merger would have 
an adverse effect upon competition. 


First National Bank in Callicoon, Callicoon, N.Y., and the First National Bank of Narrowsburg, 

Narrowsburg, N.Y. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of Narrowsburg, Narrowsburg, N.Y. 02496), with. . . . 
and the First National Bank in Callicoon, Callicoon, N.Y. (13590), which had. 
consolidated June 30, 1964, under charter of the latter bank (13590), and 
under title of “United National Bank.” The consolidated bank at the date 

$4, 322, 809 
6, 122, 103 

10, 444, 912 

1 


1 


2 





comptroller’s decision 

On March 13, 1964, the $5.9 million First National 
Bank in Callicoon, Callicoon, N.Y., and the $4.1 mil- 
lion First National Bank of Narrowsburg, Narrows- 
burg, N.Y., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
to consolidate under the charter of the former and with 
the title “United National Bank.” 

Callicoon, population 850, and Narrowsburg, popu- 
lation 600, are unincorporated municipalities situated 
14 miles apart in the western part of Sullivan County, 
N.Y. Both are located close to the Delaware River 
which forms the New York-Pennsylvania boundary. 
The two villages are connected by State Highway 97 
and the Erie-Lackawanna Railroad. 

The general service area within which the two banks 
are located is largely coterminous with Sullivan 
County. However, it also includes part of adjacent 
Wayne County, Pa. This area is predominantly rural 
and agricultural with dairy products and eggs as the 
principal products. The resort business is also im- 
portant as hotels, motels, and camps proliferate 


throughout the Catskill Mountain area which includes 
Sullivan County. 

There are 15 commercial banks serving this general 
trade area. The competitive structure is dominated 
by the two large banks in Liberty : the $26 million Sulli- 
van County National Bank and the $23 million Com- 
munity National Bank which has applied for permis- 
sion to merge with the Marine Midland National Bank 
of Southeastern New York of Poughkeepsie. The two 
banks have 41 percent of the outstanding loan and 33 
percent of the deposits held by banks in this area. 
Among these 15 banks, the Narrowsburg bank is the 
smallest. Even the resulting bank will have only 6.7 
percent of the total loans and 7 percent of the deposits 
among the area banks. 

There has been little competition between the appli- 
cant banks. Each has primarily served the village 
within which it is located and the rural area adjacent to 
it. Botli banks do draw some business from that small 
area which is approximately equidistant from each. 
This consolidation will not disrupt the area’s competi- 
tive structure. 
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The consolidation will create a bank which is far 
more responsive to the needs of the trade area it 
serves than is possible for the two applicants at pres- 
ent. Neither of the applicants is adequately capital- 
ized to meet the credit requirements of its customers. 
Likewise, they are not large enough to provide the 
range of banking services demanded of them and 
which are regarded as commonplace in contempK)rary 
banking. This would include an active trust depart- 
ment, mortgage financing on standard terms, home im- 
provement loans, as well as immediately available for- 
eign drafts. Furthermore, a larger institution will be 
better able to attract and train the management per- 
sonnel needed to successfully operate a bank. This 
need is particularly acute here since all of the Nar- 
rowsburg Bank executive officers have reached retire- 
ment age, while not a single qualified successor is avail- 
able to replace any of them. 

Considered in the light of the relevant statutory 
criteria, we find the application to be in the public 
interest, and it is therefore approved. 

June 22, 1964. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed consolidation would unite two banks 
located about 14 miles apart in the southern part of 
New York State. There are a number of banks in the 
surrounding areas but none impinges competitively on 
either of the applicant banks. The two applicant 
banks, however, have a significant degree of overlap 
in their service areas, and a number of common depos- 
itors and borrowers. Also c;ach bank has a number of 
deposits and loans which originate in the service area 
of the other. The proposed consolidation would erase 
this banking competition. The applicants admit that 
there is a “growing tendency in nearby areas ... to- 
ward the merger or consolidation of a number of bank- 
ing institutions” with the result that it is becoming 
“more and more difficult for the smaller bank to com- 
pete effectively.” This proposed consolidation would 
be another step in this anticompetitive trend to con- 
centration. We therefore believe that this transaction 
would have an adverse competitive effect. 


The First National Bank of Allentown, Allentown, Pa., and Macungie Bank, Macungee, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$4, 559, 586 
155, 725, 088 

160, 284, 674 

1 

6 


and thel’'irst National Bank of Allentown, Allentown, Pa. (373), whicli had. . 
merged June 30, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (373). ITie 


7 




comptroller’s decision 

On April 16, 1964, the $152 million First National 
Bank of Allentown, Allentown, Pa., and the $4.6 mil- 
lion Macungie Bank, Macungie, Pa., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency to merge under the char- 
ter and with the title of the former. 

The applicant banks are located in Lehigh County, 
which is part of the Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. Allentown, 
population 108,347, and Bethlehem, population 75,408, 
are adjacent to, and contiguous with, each other and 
are considered to be a single economic entity. Allen- 
town has several large plants which manufacture 
trucks, electrical equipment, and cement, while Beth- 
lehem is the home of the Bethlehem Steel Co. The 
borough of Macungie, population 1,266, is largely a 

no 


residential suburb adjacent to Allentown and also 
serves as a shopping center for its inhabitants. 

Nine commercial banks op)erating a total of 35 of- 
fices serve the Allentown-Bethlehem area. In addition 
to the charter bank with its 7 offices and the single-unit 
merging bank, there are the $104 million Merchants 
National Bank of Allentown, with 10 offices; the $59 
million Lehigh Valley Trust Co. of Allentown, with 5 
offices; the $94 million First National Bank & Trust 
Co. of Bethlehem, with 7 offices; and the $77 million 
Union Bank & Trust Co., Bethlehem, with 5 offices. 
Also serving this general area are the $23 million 
Cement National Bank of Northampton, the $12 mil- 
lion Fogelsville National Bank, and the $9.6 million 
National Bank of Topton. 

Eight savings and loan associations and building 
and loan associations provide intense competition to 
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commercial banks in the Allentown area. These asso- 
ciations hold share account balances in excess of $155 
million and loans of $151 million. Insurance com- 
panies, credit unions, and financial institutions in 
nearby Philadelphia and New York City are other im- 
portant sources of competition to the commercial 
banks. 

There has been little, if any, competition between 
the charter and merging banks. The Macungie Bank 
serves almost exclusively the residents of the commu- 
nity in which it is situated. The bank is located in a 
row- type house which is totally inadequate for a mod- 
ern banking business, as it has no safe deposit boxes, no 
drive-in window and no parking area. Seventy-one 
percent of its portfolio is in residential real estate loans. 
With this limited operation, it is evident that effective 
competition is not offered to the charter bank by the 
merging bank. 

This merger will cause no significant change in the 
banking structure of the area nor will it adversely af- 
fect any other bank. Substitution of an office of the 
charter bank for the merging bank in Macungie will 
not place the charter bank nearer to any other com- 
peting bank than it is at the present time. It will in- 
crease the charter bank’s share of deposits in the area 
by only 1 percent. 

The borough of Macungie will be greatly benefited 
by the consummation of this transaction. The result- 
ing bank will build a modem banking house equipped 
with safe deposit facilities, greatly increased floor and 


office space, a drive-in window, and parking facilities 
in the immediate vicinity of the present bank office. 
Furthermore, the resulting bank will offer a full range 
of modem banking services, including a trust depart- 
ment, more responsive to the needs of the area. In 
addition, the merging bank’s acute management suc- 
cession problem caused by the loss of its only full-time 
executive officer will be provided for by the appoint- 
ment of a capable bank officer to manage the Macun- 
gie branch. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the ap- 
plication is therefore approved. 

June 26, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger involves the uniting of a neigh- 
boring, small town bank with the largest bank in 
Allentown, Pa. First National Bank of Allentown al- 
ready enjoys about 50 percent of the market of banks 
headquartered in Allentown. Two of its branch of- 
fices are among the four closest banking offices to 
Macungie Bank which is located 8 miles southwest of 
Allentown, and which is the only bank in Macungie. 
Both First National Bank and Macungie Bank have 
shown good growth trends in recent years. The pro- 
posed merger would result in adding to the already 
dominant position of First National Bank in Allentown 
and the area surrounding Allentown with probable ad- 
verse competitive effects. 


The Peoples National Bank of West Alexander, West Alexander, Pa., and the First National Bank 

OF Fredericktown, Fredericktown, Pa. 




Banking offices 

JVame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 

i operated 

The Peoples National Bank of West Alexander, West Alexander, Pa. (8954), 

$1, 842,728 : 

13:, 724, 384 

15, 567, 112 ! 

1 


and the First National Bank of Fredericktown, Fredericktown, Pa. (5920), 

4 


merged June 30, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (5920). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

! 

5 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 1, 1964, the $1.8 million Peoples National 
Bank of West Alexander, West Alexander, Pa., and 
the $12.9 million First National Bank of Frederick- 
town, Fredericktown. Pa., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 


charter and title of the latter. 

Fredericktown, a mining village with a population 
of 1,270, is situated on the upper Monongahela River 
in southwestern Pennsylvania. It serves a trade area 
economically dependent upon coal mining, which em- 
ploys 2,500 workers out of an estimated 10,000 persons 
in the area. 


Ill 
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West Alexander, a farming community located ap- 
proximately 27 miles west of Fredericktown on the 
West Virginia-Pennsylvania border, in the heart of Ap- 
palachia, has a population of 750 and serves a rural 
trade area of 1,500. The area’s economy, which has 
shown only minimal improvement in the past 15 years, 
is based primarily on agriculture and on employment 
of residents in industries situated in Wheeling, W. Va., 
and Washington, Pa. 

There are no competing banks in either of the appli- 
cants’ communities and competition from nonbank 
financial institutions is minimal. Because of the dis- 
tance between the applicant banks, they do not com- 
pete with each other. Both banks are under unified 
control, with four common directors owning more than 
two-thirds of the shares of each bank. The net effect 
of the proposed merger, due to the increase in the total 
resources of the resulting bank, will be more effective 
competition for those larger banks on the fringes of 
the applicants* trade areas. 

The proposed merger will substantially benefit the 
convenience and needs of the West Alexander com- 


munity. The merger will also provide a financial 
framework more suited to attracting industry to a com- 
munity which, at present has an unfavorable economic 
outlook. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is therefore approved. 

June 23, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENEEIAL 

This application is a proposal to merge two banks, 
both of relatively small size, in southwestern Pennsyl- 
vania, The merging banks do not appear to offer each 
other any appreciable competition because they are 
located about 35 miles apart. Each bank faces com- 
petition from several other banks, many of which are 
far larger institutions. This merger will not materially 
alter the prevailing banking structure in the areas in 
which each of the merging banks now competes. 

For these reasons, it is our opinion that the proposed 
merger will not have a substantial adverse effect on 
competition. 


Old National Bank of Washington, Spokane, Wash., and Tri-Citees National Bank, Pasco, Wash. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$4, 321, 1(50 

2 


was purchased June 30, 1964, by Old National Bank of Washington, Spokane, 

203, 317, 906 

30 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 

20?; 639; 065 

1 

32 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 20, 1964, the $203.3 million Old National 
Bank of Washington, Spokane, Wash., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to pur- 
chase the assets and assume the liabilities of the $4.3 
million Tri-Cities National Bank, Pasco, Wash., under 
the charter and with the title of the former. 

Spokane, with a population of over 181,000, is the 
second largest city in the state and the trading center 
of a tristate area known as the “Island Empire.” The 
region, although semiarid, has a large agricultural pro- 
duction. Lumbering and mining contribute to the re- 
gion’s economy, and in recent years, there has been 
a steady increase in manufacturing. 

Pasco, located about 146 miles southwest of Spo- 
kane, has a population of about 15,000 and serves as 
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the distribution center for farm products grown in the 
southeastern part of the State. The Lower Columbia 
Basin Irrigation projects permit diversification in al- 
falfa, sugar beets, potatoes, com, and other row crops. 

Old National Bank of Washington, operating 29 
branches in eastern Waslungton, ranks sixth among 
commercial banks and holds 5.5 percent of commercial 
bank deposits in the State. It is the only one of the 
larger statewide banking systems with home offices in 
the eastern part of the State. Competition is fur- 
nished by branches of the $1,213 milKon Seattle-First 
National Bank, the $686 million National Bank of 
Commerce, the $278 million Peoples National Bank 
of Seattle, and the $222 million National Bank of 
Washington. 

Tri-Cities National Bank, a satellite of the purchas- 
ing bank, opened in 1961 to provide the purchasing 
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bank with access to the Pasco area. It is heavily 
loaned and pursues an aggressive policy in soliciting 
credits, the excess of which are sold to the purchasing 
bank. Banking competition in Pasco is offered by 
branches of Seattle-First National Bank and Peoples 
National Bank of Seattle. Additional competition in 
nearby communities is provided by branches of the Na- 
tional Bank of Commerce of Seattle in Kennewick, 2 
miles south, as well as by the newly chartered Bank of 
Richland and branches of the Seattle-First National 
Bank and the National Bank of Commerce in Rich- 
land, 7 miles southwest. 

Due to the interlocking relationship between the 
purchasing and selling banks, consummation of the 
purchase and assumption would not have the effect 
of eliminating significant competition. The residents 
of Pasco, however, would have another branch of a 
full service bank. The greater availability of credit, 
of trust services, and of the purchasing bank’s agricul- 
tural agent will benefit the community. Unity of oper- 
ations will result in lower operating costs and more 
efficient service to the public, 


Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed pur- 
chase and assumption, we conclude that it is in the 
public interest and the application is, therefore, 
approved. 

June 4, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
In this application, the fifth largest commercial bank 
in the State of Washington seeks to purchase a small 
independent bank. The size of the Purchasing Bank 
will not be increased materially by this acquisition, nor 
will any significant competition between the Selling 
Bank and the Purchasing Bank be eliminated. The 
position of the Selling Bank’s competitors should not 
be adversely affected to a substantial degree, because 
they are branches of large statewide banks. 

It is our opinion that this proposed acquisition, 
standing alone, would not have a significant adverse 
effect upon competition but is part of a trend toward 
greater concentration of the banking resources of the 
State of Washington in the hands of a few large insti- 
tutions with resulting probable anticompetitive effects. 


* * 




The First National Bank of Hagerman, Hagerman, N. Mex., and the First National Bank of Roswell, 

Roswell, N. Mex. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$2, 875, 601 

38, 039, 674 
40, 352, 775 

1 


was purchased July 17, 1964, by the First National Bank of Roswell, Roswell, 

1 




2 





On May 5, 1964, the $38 million First National 
Bank of Roswell, Roswell, N. Mex., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to purchase 
the assets and assume the liabilities of the $2.8 million 
First National Bank of Hagerman, Hagerman, N. Mex. 

Roswell, home of the purchasing bank, has a popu- 
lation of 47,500, and serves the southeastern part of 
New Mexico. Within a radius of 100 miles, there are 
approximately 300,000 persons. Although Roswell is 
rapidly becoming a commercial, industrial, and finan- 
cial center for this area, the surrounding country is 
still devoted mainly to large-scale ranching and 
agriculture. 

The selling bank is located in Hagerman, a com- 
munity of 1,200 situated 23 miles south of Roswell. 
Both Hagerman and the area surrounding it are al- 
most entirely agriculturally oriented. The local busi- 


nesses are either connected directly with agriculture or 
service the farmers. The selling bank has its sole 
branch in Dexter, an agricultural community 6 miles 
north of Hagerman. 

Consummation of the proposed transaction will in- 
crease the resulting bank’s size only minimally and 
will have little, if any, adverse effect on the structure 
of banking in the area. The two banks are not truly 
competitive, since all but a nominal amount of the 
capital stock of the selling bank has been held by 
trustees for the benefit of the purchasing bank’s board 
of directors since 1941. 

Approval of the proposed acquisition will permit 
the resulting bank to better serve the convenience and 
needs of the Hagerman area. Although the purchas- 
ing bank has controlled the policies and operations of 
the selling bank for more than two decades, the latter’s 
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small deposit base has limited its ability to provide 
many of the types of loans that are presently provided 
by the purchasing bank and demanded by the com- 
munity. Among these are intermediate-term farm 
equipment loans, real estate loans, and home improve- 
ment loans. Furthermore, the larger resources of the 
purchasing bank will permit the offering of other 
services, including a trust department. Consumma- 
tion of the proposal will eliminate the operational 
handicap of limited personnel that is preventing ef- 
fective management of the selling bank. Presently an 
officer of the purchasing bank is managing one office 
of the selling bank, but only the consummation of this 
transaction can provide a permanent solution. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed pur- 
chase of assets and assumption of liabilities, we con- 
clude that it is in the public interest and the applica- 
tion is therefore approved. 

July 14, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First National Bank of Roswell (population 
47,500) was chartered in 1890. It serves Chaves 
County (population 60,000) and is the largest bank in 
the southeastern part of New Mexico. It has a prin- 
cipal office and three branches, all in Roswell. The 
first branch was established in November 1956, the 
second in 1960 and the third in 1963. 

The First National Bank of Hagerman (population 
1,200) , about 25 miles south of Roswell, was chartered 
in 1904. It has a principal office and one branch, es- 
tablished in 1955, in Dexter, N. Mex., 6 miles north of 
Hagerman. 

There are four banks in Chaves County, the primary 
service area of the purchasing bank, the First National 
Bank of Roswell. 

The proposed acquisition will permanently eliminate 
the competition of the selling bank in the Chaves 


County area and give the purchasing bank 60.50 per- 
cent of the total deposits and 60.28 percent of the loans 
and discounts in that area. Effective competition has 
already been eliminated through joint control of the 
two banks. 

By virtue of the acquisition, the purchasing bank 
will enter directly into the area including Eddy County 
in which there are two more banks at Artesia, 43 miles 
south of Roswell, and besides eliminating for all time 
the competition of the selling bank, will have 45.98 
percent of the total deposits and 47.56 percent of the 
loans and discounts in that area. 

In a growing area with so few banks, the permanent 
elimination of a competitor by the largest bank seri- 
ously affects the competitive situation therein adversely. 
As hereinabove noted, in Roswell and Chaves County, 
the area of business concentration and the primary 
service area of the banks involved, in addition to the 
elimination of the selling bank, the purchasing bank 
will have 60.50 percent of the deposits and 60.28 per- 
cent of the loans and discounts. [Cf. U.S. v. First Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co. of Lexington (No. 36 — Oc- 
tober Term 1963, decided April 6, 1964), in which the 
Supreme Court held a merger to violate the Sherman 
Act, wherein the resulting bank, if permitted to merge, 
would have had 51.95 percent of the total deposits 
and 54.2 percent of total loans of all commercial banks 
in Fayette County, Ky.] 

Even in the area of Chaves County plus northern 
Eddy County, the percentage of concentration of busi- 
ness within that service area of the resulting bank is 
close to that of the resulting bank in the Lexington 
case. 

It appears, therefore, that the proposed purchase of 
assets and assumption of liabilities of the First National 
Bank of Hagerman by the First National Bank of Ros- 
well will have a substantial adverse effect on competi- 
tion and further a tendency toward monopoly in the 
areas involved. 




The Allegan State Bank, Allegan, Mich., and the First National Bank & Trust Co. of Kalamazoo, 

Kalamazoo, Mich. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$15, 420, 907 

114, 521, 893 

129, 919, .270 

1 


and the First National Bank & Trust Co. of Kalamazoo, Kalamazoo, Mich. 

19 


merged July 18, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (191). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

20 
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COMPTROLLER S DECISION 

Or M.iv 1964. the $110 million First National 
Bank of Kaiainazoo, Kalamazoo, Mich., and the $15 
million .\ilegan State Bank, Allegan, Mich., applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under tlie charter and title of the former. 

Use charter bank has its main office and 7 of its 18 
branci'.cs in Kalamazoo, a rapidly expanding city which 
increas 'd its population by 42.3 percent between 1950 
and 1960 to 82,000. The trade area of Kalamazoo is 
supported by widely diversified industry, agriculture 
and education. The city of Kalamazoo has 3 colleges 
with a total enrollment of 12,000 students. Further, 
General Motors Corp. is presently building a plant in 
Comstock Township, just outside Kalamazoo, which 
should employ some 3,200 people. 

Allegan, with a population of 5,000, is 25 miles 
northwest of Kalamazoo. Serving a trade area of 
about 58,000, Allegan is supported by small manufac- 
turing concerns, surrounding farm lands and the Alle- 
gan State Forest v.’hich attracts a large number of 
tourists each year. 

The merging bark is Allegan's only banking office, 
and tlie nearest banking facility is the Hopkins branch 
of tlie $7.5 million Wayland State Bank, 8 miles north- 
east of .Allegan. The Allegan State Bank is the largest 
of a series of small banks to the northwest of Kala- 
mazoo at distances varying from 22 to 47 miles there- 
from. I'liese banks are all within 20 miles of the Alle- 
gan Stale Bank, the largest of the group being the $30 
rnillion First Michigan Bank of Zeeland. The $20 
million Citizens Trust & Savings Bank of South Haven 
and the .Mlcgan State Banl^ are the two next largest 
of this group. The size of these banks, coupled with 
the facts that they are relatively dispei^sed geographic- 
ally and that their rate of growth has not been signifi- 
cant, points to a limited amount of competition among 
them. 

Tlie larger resulting bank in Allegan will introduce 
trust ser\ icc.s, charge account banking, in-plant bank- 
ing and extensive computer services, as well as mom 
extensh-e and aggressive penetration in the areas of 
farm mortgages, loans to small business, automobile 
floor plan financing and education loans. It is hoped 
that the cbai tcr bank’s vigorous policies will stimulate 
the banking couipetition which is necessary. 

In addition, the proj^osed merger ■svill solve a severe 
management succession problem faced by the merging 


bank. The two senior executive officers have been 
active bankers for over 50 years each, and quite under- 
standably wish to retire. However, the size of the 
bank has not presented an opportunity to develop 
younger men to provide successors to the present man- 
agement. The more extensive management position 
of tlie charter bank will fill this need. 

In Kalamazoo, First National will increase its per- 
centage of deposits insignificantly from 22 to 24 percent 
of the area’s total deposits. The effect of this increase 
will not be important to the other local banks, the $90 
million American National Bank, Kalamazoo, or the 
$40 million Industrial State Bank, Kalamazoo, as most 
of the competition that will be generated by this merger 
is on the extreme fringe of Kalamazoo’s trade area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

July 14, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

In a service area encompassed within a radius of 
12 miles from the city of Allegan, Mich., and serving 
a population of some 12,000, First National (total re- 
sources as of December 20, 1963, of $108,190,000) al- 
ready twice as large as all the other banks in the area 
together, would be acquiring the fourth largest bank 
in the area, Allegan State (total resources as of Decem- 
ber 20, 1963, of $14,318,000) . This proposed merger 
would aggravate an already serious concentration of 
power and would make even more precarious the posi- 
tion of the smaller banks in the area, eliminate com- 
petition and put an absolute banking monopoly in 
Allegan proper into the hands of the predominant bank 
in tlie area. 

First National, also the largest bank in southwest 
Michigan (population 325,000), appears to be at- 
tempting to match a recent acquisition by its chief com- 
petitor, the American National Bank & Trust Co. of 
Kalamazoo, in the larger southwest area with which 
it shares 29.89 percent of the deposits and 23. 14 percent 
of the loans. 

The proposed merger is seen as eliminating compe- 
tition and giving impetus to a concentration of banking 
power which has already developed to an unwarranted 
degree. So viewed, the merger would be clearly anti- 
competitive in its probable impact. 
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The Central National Bank in Chicago, Chicago, III., and the National Bank of Commerce of Chicago, 

Chicago, III. 



1 

Banking offices 

oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

National Bank of Commerce of Chicago, Chicago, 111. (14349), with 

840, 947, 905 

1 


and Central National Bank in Chicago, Chicago, 111. (14362), which had. . . . 
merged July 18, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (14362). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

207,018,960 

247, 966, 865 

1 

1 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 20, 1964, the $193.6 million Central Na- 
tional Bank in Chicago, Chicago, 111., and the $48.2 
million National Bank of Commerce of Chicago, 
Chicago, 111., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter and 
with the title of the former. 

Chicago, the second largest city in the United States, 
has a population of about 3,500,000 and is the focal 
point of an area whose population is 6,200,(K)0. 
Chicago not only serves as the business and hnancial 
center of the entire Midwest, but also leads all cities 
in the country in the production of steel, telephone 
equipment, metal wares, and machinery. Large 
transportation, agricultural processing and merchan- 
dising operations centered in this area contribute 
significantly to the thriving economy. 

The Central National Bank in Chicago has grown 
steadily since its organization in 1936. Having re- 
located its main office in the heart of the Loop at the 
time of its merger with Merchants National Bank in 
1962, it now ranks eighth among metropolitan Chicago 
banks, with deposits of $176.7 million and loans of $95 
millions. Its share of total banks deposits in the area 
is 1.15 percent. Located within three blocks of the 
charter bank are its chief competitors: Continental 
Illinois National Bank; First National Bank; Harris 
Trust Co.; La Salle National Bank; and Northern 
Trust Co. 

The National Bank of Commerce is situated 5 miles 
west of the charter bank. At the dme of its organiza- 
tion in 1936, its service area was considered to be one 
of the more prosperous districts in Chicago. In recent 
years, however, the economy of the merging bank’s 
service area has been deteriorating with the result that 
the bank’s deposits have declined. At present, the 
merging bank has a 0.3 percent share of the metro- 
politan Chicago area deposit market. Although earn- 
ings over the past few years have been maintained at a 
favorable rate, the bank’s directors and officers have 
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been increasingly pessimistic about growth prospects 
becau^ of the deterioration in the economy of the 
bank’s service area. Moreover, many of the bank’s 
officers have passed or are nearing retirement age. 

Consummation of the proposal will have a negligible 
effect upon the banking structure of the metropolitan 
Chicago area. Upon closing of the merging bank’s 
office when the merger is effected, a total of 134 banks 
will remain to serve the needs of the banking public 
in the metropolitan Chicago area. Furthermore, the 
number of banks located in the vicinity of the merging 
bank’s office will remain constant due to the expected 
opening tliere of a newly chartered state bank. 

The anachronistic branch banking law of Illinois, 
whose prohibition of branch banking reflects the eco- 
nomic aridity of a past generation and the noncompet- 
itive disposition of some of its bankers, is seen in its 
true perspective in this case. Ever zealous of protect- 
ing privileged enclaves, such bankers have succeeded 
in thwarting reform, thus needlessly restricting the 
development of the banking structure and hampering 
the progress of the economy. It is indeed anomalous 
in view of the deep involvement of the public interest 
in banking that the development of banks and their 
capability to serve the convenience and needs of the 
public, to foster the creation of new enterprises and 
to sustain the growth of existing business and industry, 
should be hindered by oppressive State and Federal 
statutes forbidding branch banking. In the instant 
case it is evident that the community would be served 
better were the merging bank allowed to continue 
as a branch of the charter bank. 

The benefits derived from the proposed merger, 
in terms of better service to the metropolitan Chicago 
community, more than offset the minimal change in 
the competitive banking structure. The resulting 
bank will offer broader, more varied services not 
previously available to the merging bank’s customers 
and an increased lending capacity that will enable it 
to compete on a better footing with some of the sur- 
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rounding banks in tlie Loop. Additionally, the result- 
ing bank will be in a better position to meet the banking 
needs of the large number of customers of the merging 
bank who have indicated an intent to do business with 
the resulting bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we find the proposed 
merger to be in the public interest and therefore the 
application is approved. 

July 14, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Central, a Chicago “loop” bank with total assets 
of $193,573,000, proposes to merge with National, a 
bank with $48,257,000 in assets located 5 miles to the 
west in the city of Chicago, a nonbranching jurisdic- 
tion. Since 1954, Central has consummated three 
mergers, the last of which took place in 1962 and 


increased its assets by about 50 percent. One reason 
advanced for this, as well as for the previous merger, 
is to fill a void created by the 1961 merger of City 
National into Continental Illinois, Chicago’s largest 
bank. On that ground, the proposed merger would 
appear to be premature, since a valadity of the City- 
Continental merger is still to be determined in pending 
antitrust litigation. 

Concentration in commercial banking in the Chi- 
cago area is high due to recent mergers. This merger 
can only add to that concentration. As it has 
encouraged Central, it will encourage other banks to 
merge thereby further eliminating competition, as it 
eliminates competition between Central and National, 
and further increase concentration in commercial 
banking in Chicago. 

We believe that the effect of the proposed merger 
on competition will be substantially adverse. 


The National Bank of Dayton, Dayton, Ohio, and the Community Bank, Dayton Ohio 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$4, 105, 543 
101, 172, 802 

1 


and the National ^nk of Dayton, Dayton, Ohio (1788), which had 

merged July 18, 1964, under tiie charter and title of the latter bank (1788). 

10 


Tlie merged bank at the date of merger had 

104, 628, 363 


11 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 24, 1964, the $105.3 million National Bank 
of Dayton, Dayton, Ohio, and the $4 million Com- 
munity Bank, Dayton, Ohio, applied to the Comptrol- 
ler of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the former. 

Dayton, with a population of 398,000, is located in 
Montgomery County which reports a population of 
579,000. The city’s numerous manufacturing estab- 
lishments, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, and the 
Defense Electronics Supply Center employ about 
120,000 persons. General Motors Corp. alone em- 
ploys about 30,000 people in its Dayton plants. 

Huber Heights, an unincoporated residential suburb 
of Dayton in which the merging bank is located, has a 
service area population of about 12,000. Approxi- 
mately 26 percent of the employed residents work at 
the nearby Wright-Patterson Air Force Base. The 
residential development of this area, which consists 
largely of brick homes ranging in value from $13,000 
to $20,000, has been steady. 


The charter bank, third largest commercial bank in 
the Dayton metropolitan area, operates eight branches 
in Dayton and two in Kettering; it also has five ap- 
proved but unopened branches in Dayton. Its major 
competitors are the $275 million Winters National 
Bank & Trust Co. of Dayton and the $121 million 
Third National Bank & Trust Company of Dayton. 

Consummation of the proposed merger not only will 
eliminate the merging bank’s management problem but 
also will place the resulting bank in a better position 
competitively needed by both institutions. Further, 
the facilities of a full-service institution will be available 
in Huber Heights to compete with the projected branch 
of the Winters National Bank. Since the participating 
banks are not in competition, no elimination of com- 
petition nor trend toward monopoly is involved. 

Applying the statutory criteria, we conclude that 
the merger is in the public interest and the applica- 
tion is, therefore, approved. 

July 14, 1964. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The National Bank of Dayton, having assets of 
$105.3 million, deposits of $93.8 million, and loans 
of $56.9 million, proposes to acquire the Community 
Bank with assets of $4 million, deposits of $3.7 mil- 
lion, and loans of $1.9 million. These banks are the 
third and fourth largest of four banks servicing the 
Greater Dayton area. The National Bank operates 
from a main office and eight branches ; five additional 
branches are approved but not yet opened. All are 
with the Greater Dayton area. The Community Bank 


has no branches, provides limited banking serv'ices, 
and 95 percent of its business is from Huber Heights, 
a section of Wayne Township which is a subdivision of 
Greater Dayton. 

There presently exists little, if any, direct competi- 
tion between the two banks. This merger would not 
affect the competitive status of the remaining banks 
in Dayton. However, so concentrated are banking 
services in a relatively few institutions in Greater Day- 
ton, that elimination of even a small bank will exert 
an adverse effect upon competition. 


The Fair Lawn-Radburn Trust Co., Fair Lawn, N.J., and the National Community Bank of Ruther- 
ford, Rutherford, N.J. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$26, 365, 293 
139, 946, 077 

166, 311, 365 

4 


and National Community Bank of Rutherford, Rutherford, N.J. (5005), witli. 
merged Jxily 31, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (5005). 

11 


15 




comptroller’s DECISION 

On May 28, 1964, the $140 million National Com- 
munity Bank of Rutherford, Rutherford, N.J., and 
the $26 million Fair Lawn-Radbum Trust Co., Fair 
Lawn, N.J., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter and 
with the title of the former. 

Although the charter bank is headquartered in 
Rutherford, a borough of only 22,000 people, it serves 
a contiguous trade area with a population in excess 
of 300,000. Bergen County, in which Rutherford is 
located, can best be described as a well-diversified resi- 
dential, industrial, and retail trading area which en- 
compasses one of the most rapidly growing counties 
in the United States. The county owes its phenomenal 
growth, in no small part, to its close proximity to New 
York City. 

The National Community Bank is the second lai^- 
est of 29 commercial banks in Bergen County. It op- 
erates 11 offices throughout the southern part of the 
county and accounts for 9.8 and 11.5 percent of the 
county’s total loans and deposits, respectively. 

The merging bank is located in Fair Lawn, popu- 
lation 39,804, and serves a trade area population in 
excess of 200,000. This trade area is predominantly 
residential but contains numerous industrial plants and 
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small business enterprises. Prospects for future resi- 
dential growth in the area are rather limited, while 
industrial growth potential is very favorable. 

The Fair Lawn-Radbum Trust Co., the 10th largest 
commercial bank in Bergen County, with 1.9 per- 
cent of the total deposits and 2.1 percent of the loans, 
operates four offices in the immediate Fair Lawn-Rad- 
bum area. 

This merger will have no significant effect on the 
banking structure of Bergen County. The merging 
banks’ trade areas are contiguous rather than over- 
lapping, and accordingly, there has been little, if any, 
competition between them. The resulting bank will 
operate 14 offices and hold 13.6 percent of deposits 
and 12.4 percent of loans in Bergen County. It will 
retain its relative size as compared to the dominant 
$286 million Peoples Trust Co. of Hackensack, N.J., 
which operates 16 offices in Bergen County with 22.9 
percent of the deposits and 24.2 percent of the total 
loans in the county. 

In the Fair Lawn-Radbum area, competition will 
not be lessened. To the contrary, effective competi- 
tion will be increased by the introduction of another 
strong, full-service bank into an area in which the 
small merging bank has be:en mainly attempting to 
compete with five Passaic County and two Bergen 
County banks. The fact tliat earnings of the merg- 
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ing banks have actually declined over the past 5 
years during a period of unprecedented prosperity in- 
dicates that the bank has not been an effective competi- 
tive factor in its area. 

The public interest, convenience and needs of the 
Fair Lawn-Radburn banking public will be better 
served by the more extensive serv'ices to be offered by 
the resulting bank, A larger, better staffed and more 
effieciently run trust department, a foreign banking 
department and an increased lending limit to aid the 
area’s current industrial expansion are the most im- 
mediate benefits which the residents will receive from 
this merger. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 


conclude that it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

July 27, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

This merger will eliminate a degree of competition 
presently existing between the two banks. It will un- 
duly increase banking concentration in the already 
concentrated area of Bergen County, N.J. It will 
eliminate a strong, viable, and growing independent 
bank and thereby eliminate potential competition be- 
tween the two banks. The competitive effect of the 
proposed merger would be substantially adverse. 


The Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, Worcester, Mass., and the Industrial City Bank & Trust 

Co., Worcester, Mass. 


j 


Banking offices 

J^ame oj bank and type oj transaction 

i 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

1 To be 

operated 

Industrial City Bank & Trust Co., Worcester, Mass., which had 

and the Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, Worcester, Mass, (1135), 

S8, 211, 694 

3 



50, 491, 697 

-i ' 


merged July 31, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (1135). 



The merged bank at the date of merger had 

58, 703, 392 , 


\ 5 


On May 18, 1964, the $53 million Mechanics Na- 
tional Bank of Worcester, Worcester, Mass., and the 
$8.5 million Industrial City Bank & Trust Go., 
Worcester, Mass., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency to merge under the charter and with the 
tide of the former. 

Worcester, the second largest city in Massachusetts, 
has a population of 187,000. The county of Worcester 
is the State’s largest and extends from the border of 
New Hampshire to that of Rhode Island. Its popula- 
tion of 583,000 is distributed among 4 cities, 56 towns 
and the rural areas. The city of Worcester serves as a 
manufacturing and trading center for all of central 
Massachusetts. Although the dominant textile in- 
dustry has experienced a decline in recent years, diversi- 
fied manufacturing has increased with some industry 
moving to W^orcester from the Boston area. An esti- 
mated 36,000 persons are presently employed in 
W^orcester manufacturing a variety of products includ- 
ing machinery, metal items, abrasives, textiles, and 
instillments. The general service area is mixed, with 
farming and forestry making an important contribution 


to the local economy, A slight decline in the city’s 
population in recent years has been due entirely to the 
increasing movement to suburban areas. 

The Mechanics National Bank is the third com- 
mercial bank in size in Worcester, but it is substantially 
smaller than the $201 million Worcester County Na- 
tional Bank and the $73 million Guaranty Bank & 
Trust Co. The charter bank is a unit bank, whereas 
the Worcester County National Bank operates 14 
branches and the Guaranty Bank & Trust Co. operates 
8 branches within the same general service area. The 
resulting bank will hold but 16.3 percent of deposits 
and 12.4 percent of loans, and its assets of $62 million 
will leave it the third commercial bank in size in 
Worcester. 

Thrift institutions especially are intensely competi- 
tive in Massachusetts. They not only have higher 
legal lending limits and lower tax rates, but are per- 
mitted to perform many functions elsewhere restricted 
to commercial banks. Their ability to issue drafts in 
the nature of checks and to make installment and col- 
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lateral loans places them in direct competition with 
commercial banks. They hold 2/2 times the deposits 
of commercial banks in this area — $900 million as 
compared to $327 million. In addition, the larger 
banks in Providence, R.I.; Hartford, Conn.; and Bos- 
ton, all within 40 to 60 miles of Worcester, actively 
solicit deposits and loans in this area. 

There has been negligible competition between the 
charter and merging banks since each has specialized 
in a different kind of banking operation. The Me- 
chanics National Bank has long followed a policy of 
restricting its activities to wholesale lending and trust 
work. The merging bank, which is a converted Morris 
Plan Bank, has specialized in retail lending. Hence 
the effect of this merger would be to unite two com- 
plementary banking operations into one full-service 
commercial bank which will compete effectively with 
two larger full-service commercial banks. 

Applying the relevant statutory criteria, we 6nd the 


application to be in the public interest, and it is there- 
fore approved. 

July 22, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, Mass., with 
assets of $53,321,000, and Industrial City Bank & Trust 
Co. of Worcester, Mass., with assets of $8,534,000, 
propose to merge under the charter and title of the 
former. Mechanics and Industrial are, respectively, 
the third and fifth largest of 11 banks in the Worcester 
metropolitan area, wherein the two largest banks domi- 
nate, with a combined percentage share of the market 
in deposits in excess of 70 percent, as against 16 percent 
for the merging banks. 

The proposed merger would eliminate all competi- 
tion between the merging banks and add to the high 
degree of concentration presently existing in the mar- 
ket area affected. In these respects, it would have an 
adverse effect on competition. 


First & Merchants National Bank, Richmond, Va., and the First National Bank of Waynesboro, 

Waynesboro, Va. 




Banking offices 

0 / 6ank and type of transaction 1 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of Waynesboro, W^nesboro, Va. (7587), which had 

and First & Merchants National Bank, Richmond, Va. (1111), with 

mcr«d July 31, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bajik (1111). 
Tine merged bank at the date of merger had 

$12,138, 496 

2 


445,919,279 

457, 698, 818 

35 

37 


comptroller's decision 

On April 14, 1964, the $454 million First & Mer- 
chants National Bank, Richmond, Va., and the $13 
million First National Bank of Waynesboro, Waynes- 
boro, Va., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter and with 
the title of the former, 

Richmond, population 220,000, is the capital of 
Virginia and the focal point of the State’s laigest trad- 
ing area with an approximate population of 510,000. 
Four of Virginia’s six largest banks have their head- 
quarters in Richmond. Area industry includes the 
manufacturing of tobacco products, chemicals, paper 
and metal products. In addition, Richmond is a re- 
tail and wholesale center, as well as the transportation 
hub joining the north Atlantic and south Atlantic 
seaboard. Due to its financial, manufacturing, and 
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commercial activity, the metropolitan area has grown 
by about 25 percent in the 1950-60 period. 

The charter bank, with 34 branches and 2 facilities 
at the Pentagon and Fort Eustis, operates in 4 principal 
areas of Virginia. On a statewide scale, its principal 
competition comes from the $484 million United 
Virginia Bank Shares Holding Co. banks, the $405 
million Virginia National Bank, the $246 million Vir- 
^nia Commonwealth Gorp. banks, and the $219 
million First Virginia Gorp. banks. 

Waynesboro, population 16,000, is located about 
100 miles northwest of Richmond in the Shenandoah 
Valley of west-central Virginia. The city serves a 
trade area extending about 5 miles and having a 
population of approximately 25,000. Growth of 
Waynesboro’s economy has been remarkable, with 
such manufacturing industries as Dupont and General 
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Electric employing several thousand persons. The 
transition from a rural to an industrial-oriented econ- 
omy has made the Waynesboro per capita income of 
$2j605 for 1962 among the highest in Virginia. A 
new $900,000 municipal building and the present con- 
struction of a $2.5 million shopping center indicate 
the optimism manifested in the city’s future by its 
citizens and investors. 

The First National Bank of Waynesboro has one 
branch, which is located in Waynesboro. The only 
other bank in the city, the Virginia National Bank, has 
two branches in Waynesboro. 

Since Virginia law was amended in 1962 to permit 
banks to merge anywhere in the State and to retain the 
offices of the merged bank, there has been a major 
change in the banking structure of the State. Small 
banks unable to serve the public adequately were re- 
placed by larger and more efficient institutions. This 
much-needed liberalization of the banking laws in Vir- 
ginia has proved to be a salutary development. 

The Waynesboro bank, no longer able to adequately 
serve a community changing from a rural to an indus- 
trial economy, has chosen to merge with a statewide 
bank which can offer a full range of services. The 
credit department, investment department, and foreign 
department of the charter bank will provide services 
not presently offered by the merging bank. Further, 
an active trust department will replace the limited trust 
facilities of the merging bank which has one trust offi- 
cer, a practicing attorney who serves the bank primarily 
in an advisory capacity. A lending limit of $65,000 
restricts the merging bank’s ability to satisfy the bank- 
ing needs of the medium-sized industrial and commer- 
cial concerns which depend on local banks for financ- 
ing. 


The competitive effect of the proposed merger will 
be minimal, since the nearest office of the charter bank 
is 11 miles away in Staunton, and the overlap of the 
charter bank’s service areas is relatively insignificant. 
In the Waynesboro area, there are 14 banks operating 
27 offices. In addition, active competition comes from 
savings and loan associations, life insurance companies, 
credit union and finance companies in the area. The 
merger will provide even more stimulation to this ex- 
isting competition in the Waynesboro area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

July 23, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First & Merchants National Bank is the largest bank 
in Virginia. Since 1959 six banks with deposits of 
$119,865,000 have been merged. The present pro- 
posed merger of First National will increase its deposits 
by approximately $ 1 2 million. Direct competition be- 
tween the banks is not significant and the remaining 
competition in Waynesboro will be branches of Vir- 
ginia National Bank, the second largest bank in the 
State which obtained its branches in Waynesboro 
through a merger consummated in 1963. The present 
proposed merger will not only eliminate an independ- 
ent bank but follows a pattern of increased concentra- 
tion of banking in Virginia over constantly widening 
areas. While the instant merger, standing alone, 
would not adversely affect competition, it is part of a 
trend toward concentration of banking resources in a 
few hands which will have an adverse effect on com- 
petition. 


* * 


The First National Bank of Norton, Norton, Va., and the First National Bank of Wise, Wise, Va. 




1 Banking offices 

jVamg of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$3,618, 827 
7,606, 828 

1 


and the First National Bank of Norton, Norton, Va. (6235), which had 

consolidated July 31, 1964, under the charter of the latter bank (6235) and 
under title “The Wise County National Bank.” The consolidated bank 


at the date of consolidation had 

11,220, 914 

' i 

2 
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comptroller’s decision 

On May 20, 1964, the $7.5 million First National 
Bank of Norton, Norton, Va., and the $3.5 million First 
National Bank of Wise, Wise, Va., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to consoli- 
date under the charter of the former and with the title 
“The Wise County National Bank.” 

The applicant banks are located in Wise County in 
southwestern Virginia. The economy of the entire 
area is severely depressed as a result of its total depend- 
ence upon the declining coal mining industry. An at- 
tempt Is being made by the residents to diversify the 
area’s economic base in order to absorb the substantial 
unemployment and remedy the related side effects. 

Norton, population 5,013, is the principal trading 
center for Wise County. It is located approximately 
iy 2 miles to the south of Wise, population 2,614, which 
is the county seat for Wise County, A variety of small 
manufacturing establishments in the area employ ap- 
proximately 1,700, but these, together with a small 
amount of farming, do not in any way compare with 
coal mining as the primary economic factor. Per cap- 
ita income for 1961 was $1,027, well below the $1,868 
average for the State of Virginia. Mechanization of 
the bituminous coal industry has made unemployment 
a persistent problem, causing the younger generation 
to migrate to areas with better opportunities. This 
loss of young leadership is a severe drain on the future 
potential of the area. 


Although the banks are located only 3 miles apart, 
there has been little competition between them for 
either deposits or loans and there is at present an in- 
consequential number of common accounts. The 
consolidating bank lacks the aggressive bank manage- 
ment which the area requires and will shortly experi- 
ence a management succession problem. The com- 
munities will benefit from the consolidation as it will 
create a strong, financially sound institution to serve the 
needs of this depressed area. In addition, the result- 
ing bank will be better atJe to hire new and aggressive 
management who will as.sist the area’s business leaders 
in recovering from its economic doldrums. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed con- 
solidation, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is, tlierefore, approved. 

July 22, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The merging banks am unit institutions located 4^ 
miles apart in an area devoted to coal mining, small 
farms, and small industries. The proposed consolida- 
tion will result in the elimination of some direct com- 
petition between the two banks. The resulting bank 
will continue to be second in size in its service area and 
its increased size will provide but a slight competitive 
benefit. 

We conclude the proposed consolidation will not 
have a substantially adverse effect on competition. 


« « « 


The Peoples-Farmers National Bank, Mifflin, Pa., and the Russell National Bank of Lewistown, 

Lewbtown, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$5, 545, 885 

19, 149, 806 

24, 669, 926 

2 


and the Russell National Bank of Lewistown, Lewistown, Pa. (10506), which 

2 


merged July 31, 1964, under the charter of the latter bank (10506) and title 
**me Russell National Bank.” The merged bank at the date of merger had . . 


4 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 8, 1964, the $19.6 million Russell National 
Bank of Lewistown, Lewistown, Pa., and the $5.3 mil- 
lion Peoples-Farmers National Bank, Mifflin, Pa., ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the former. 
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Mifflin, home of the merging bank, has a population 
of 900 and serves a prosperous agricultural area. It 
is located 12 miles east of Lewistown in Juniata 
County. The Peoples-Farmers National Bank has its 
sole branch in nearby Th ompsontown. 

The charter bank is located in Lewistown, the 
county seat of Mifflin County. With a population of 
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14,000, Lewistown is located in the central part of 
the State, midway between Harrisburg and Altoona. 
Although it has experienced some economic difficulties, 
the city is attracting industrial development and can 
show solid gains in both primary and fabricating in- 
dustries with numerous national manufacturers locat- 
ing there. The charter bank has one branch located 
in suburban Burnham. 

The trade areas of the two banks, because of their 
geographic proximity, must be considered as one. 
Many persons commute daily from Mifflin to Lewis- 
town for employment and the economic ties of the 
two communities are very close. 

Mifflin County is the headquarters of five commer- 
cial banks. These banks operate nine offices and hold 
total deposits of $38.4 million. All the banks in both 
counties may be considered to be in competition with 
each other. 

Two local competitors and seven other competitors 
in the Juniata River Valley will continue to serve the 
area. The bank will extend and enhance banking 
services to the people in both Juniata and Mifflin 
Counties and, through the facilities of four offices in 
Lewistown, Burnham, Mifflin and Thompsontown, will 
strengthen the economic growth of both counties. 

The merging bank has not provided managerial suc- 
cession and now faces the prospect of the retirement 
of its executive officer. This dilemma has forced the 
bank to turn to merger as the only practicable solution 
to its management succession problem. 


Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

July 17, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Russell National Bank of Lewistown is the larg- 
est bank in Mifflin County with 41 percent of the I.P.C. 
deposits and loans therein. Along with tlie second 
ranking bank, it accounts for about 75 percent of the 
county’s I.P.C. deposits and loans. 

Peoples-Fanners National Bank is the second larg- 
est bank in Juniata County, which adjoins Mifflin 
County. It has 23.1 and 19.3 percent, respectively, 
of this area’s I.P.C. deposits and loans while the larg- 
est bank accounts for 28.6 and 35.5 percent, respec- 
tively, of such deposits and loans. The remaining 
banks are approximately equal in size. 

There does not appear to be a significant amount 
of direct competition between the merging banks that 
would be eliminated by approval of this transaction. 
On the other hand, this merger would tend to enhance 
the Charter Bank’s leading position in Mifflin County; 
to increase the high level of concentration in commer- 
cial banking therein; to establish comparable concen- 
tration in the resulting bank’s two-county service area; 
and to upset the comparative balance among the much 
smaller banks in Juniata County. 

The proposed merger, therefore, would appear to 
have an adverse effect on competition. 

# 


The Citizens & Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, S.C., and the Peoples 

National Bank, Rock Hill, S.C. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


S18, 541,535 

175, 232,427 

3 


and the Citizens & Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston, 
S.C. (14425), with 

31 


merged Aug.l, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (14425). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

193,690, 936 

34 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 29, 1964, the $172.3 million Citizens & 
Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charles- 
ton, S.C., and the $17.4 million Peoples National Bank, 
Rock Hill, S.C., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and title of the former. 


Citizens & Southern is the second largest bank in 
South Carolina operating 31 offices in 15 communities 
situated in 10 counties. Its largest community service 
areas are Charleston, population 78,000, which is 
located in the southeastern section of the State; 
Columbia, population 98,000, which is in the south 
central section of the State; and Spartanburg, popula- 
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tion 45j000, which is in the northwestern portion of 
South Carolina. 

The economic base of the communities in which 
Citizens & Southern National operates is varied. Dur- 
ing the past two decades the State of South Carolina 
has been rapidly changing from a predominately 
agricultural economy to one of mixed composition be- 
tween agriculture and industry. A large part of the 
economy of the State is dependent upon the military, 
particularly in the Charleston and Columbia areas. 

The merging bank is situated in Rock Hill, popula- 
tion 31,000, where its 3 offices are located. The Rock 
Hill economy is dependent primarily upon the textile 
and allied industries which furnish employment for 
nearly 9,000 persons. Other products manufactured 
in the area include paper, bus and truck bodies, to- 
gether with food and beverage processing. 

The Peoples National Bank has been unable to solicit 
successfully the loan business of the large manufactur- 
ing industries in the Rock Hill area due to its inability 
to extend sufficient credit for the companies’ needs. 
Many of these firms have been required to go to other 
communities, both in and out of the State, for financial 
assistance. Because of its size, the merging bank has 
been unable to offer all the services needed in the com- 
munity. While servicing installment paper for auto- 
mobile and personal loans, the merging bank has not 
gone into the area of appliance or other such paper. 
Nor has the Peoples National Bank been able to de- 
velop a depth of management capable of adequately 
caring for the expanding business needs of the Rock 
Hill area. 

Citizens & Southern has a long history of gearing 
its programs to the needs of the communities in which 
it operates by offering its customers a complete range 
of banking services. Through the offering of new and 
more complete services and convenience of facilities, 
aided by high-speed electronic equipment, Citizens & 
Southern has been able to extend its services without 
unduly increasing customer charges. 

Approval of the merger will have no effect upon 
competition between the merging banks. The result- 
ing institution will be competitive in Rock Hill with 
the largest bank in South Carolina, which has received 
approval to open a branch there. The merger will 
provide a stimulus to the economy of Rock Hill and 
make additional resources available for future eco- 
nomic growth. The public will benefit by the creation 
of new and improved facilities and the addition of a 
full-service bank. Younger and more aggressive 
management will stimulate competition. 

124 


On balancing the facts of this case in light of the 
statutory criteria, we find that the merger is in the 
public interest and tiie application is, therefore, 
approved. 

July 31, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Citizens is the second largest of 4 statewide commer- 
cial banks in South Cai'olina with about 13.4 percent 
of the State’s commercial bank deposits and 41 offices 
located in 7 different areas in the State. Peoples has 
3 offices located in Rock Hill, S.C. (population 
31,000), which is in York County in north central 
South Carolina and 60 to 70 miles from Citizens’ near- 
est offices. Peoples has total deposits of $15,613,000, 
about 1.4 percent of total deposits of all banks in the 
State and 47 percent of dejKJsits in York County. 
There appears to be little existing competition between 
the merging banks due to the distances between their 
respective offices. 

South Carolina’s banking resources are highly con- 
centrated in the four large statewide instituions, partly 
as a result of prior mergers. Together they control 
52.8 percent of the State’s total dejKJsits. These 4 
banks have acquired 26 smaller banks in the past dec- 
ade, and at the same time have been opening numer- 
ous de novo branch offices. (The projxjsed merger 
would be Citizens’ third acquisition in 1964.) Such 
acquisitions by one of the four dominant banks have 
often led directly to a similar acquisition by one of the 
others, with the result tliat the only independent banks 
in a number of South Carolina communities have been 
eliminated from competition and remaining unit banks 
in nearby communities have been subjected to direct 
competition with offices of much more powerful 
institutions. 

The proposed merger is the most recent in this 
process, which, if unchecked, threatens to concentrate 
South Carolina’s banking resources in just four large 
branch systems. By it Citizens would acquire the 
banking business of by far the largest independent bank 
in Rock Hill and York County and add about 1.4 
percent to its share of the statewide banking market. 
At the same time, the merger would tend to motivate 
the other statewide systems to respond with similar ac- 
quisitions, and the smaller banks in Rock Hill and the 
surrounding area which are now in most direct compe- 
tition with Peoples nught be receptive to such proposals 
to insure their survival in competition with Citizens. 
As a result, concentration at the statewide level would 
be further enhanced at the expense of independent 
banking in the Rock Hill area. 
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In view of the history of bank mergers in South adverse effect on competition and may aggravate the 
Carolina, and its cumulative effect upon competition, trend toward oligopoly and eventual monopoly in that 
the proposed merger threatens to have a substantial State. 

* * * 


The Ashland National Bank, Ashland, Pa., and the Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co., Potts-^ 

VILLE, Pa. 




Banking offices 

f^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$5,125,778 

52,012,755 

56,164,629 

1 


and Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co., Pottsville, Pa. (1663), which 

9 


merged Aug. 7, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (1663). The 


10 




comptroller’s decision 

On June 1, 1964, the $51.5 million Pennsylvania 
National Bank & Trust Go., Pottsville, Pa., and the 
$4.9 million Ashland National Bank, Ashland, Pa., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and with the title 
of the former. 

Ashland, a community of 5,237 serving a trading 
area of 50,000, is located 17 miles northwest of Potts- 
villc. Its economy has historically been dependent on 
anthracite coal mining, which has been in a steady 
decline over the past decade, but has been supple- 
mented by a small amount of clothing manufacturing 
and metal fabricating. 

Pottsville, home of the charter bank, has a popula- 
tion of 21,659 and is located on the southern edge of 
the Pennsylvania anthracite coal fields. Despite hav- 
ing experienced some economic difficulty, the city re- 
cently has had some success in attracting new industry. 

Within a 19-mile radius of Pottsville, the charter 
bank operates nine offices, two of which are located 
3 miles from the merging bank. It is the largest bank 
in the area and presently holds 18.3 percent of the 
area deposits and 19.7 percent of the loans. After 
the merger, the resulting bank will hold 20 percent 
of the deposits and 21.6 percent of the loans. How- 
ever, competition will remain keen by reason of 24 
other commercial banks operating a total of 30 banking 
offices in the area. 

The merger will solve a difficult management prob- 


lem which has split the board of directors of the merg- 
ing bank into two opposing factions. In addition, the 
resulting bank will augment and extend the banking 
services available to the people of Pottsville and Ash- 
land. Both communities will benefit from a stronger 
financial institution possessing management depth 
which will have a catalytic effect on the area’s eco- 
nomic recovery. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is therefore approved. 

July 31, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co., the 
purchasing bank, was founded in 1866. Its head 
office and one of its branches are in Pottsville, Pa., 
and its other seven branches are from 5 to 19 miles 
from the head office. As of May 15, 1964, it had total 
assets of $51,527,000, total deposits of $7,702,000, of 
which $13,761,000 were demand deposits and $30,- 
967,000 time and saving deposits, and total loans of 
$24,537,000. 

Its Centralia branch, acquired in 1955, is but 3 miles 
north of the office of the selling bank and its Girard- 
ville branch, acquired May 8, 1964, is but 3 miles east 
of the office of the selling bank. 

The application shows that Ashland is a community 
with a population of over 5,000, which has the follow- 
ing 2 banks : 



Resources 

Deposits 

Loans and 
discounts 

1 

$4, 962, 000 
7, 879, 000 

$4, 329, 000 
6, 358, 000 

%2, 511,000 
3, 809, 000 


i 
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Should this application be approved, the Citizen’s Na- 
tional Bank will face the direct competition of a bank 
more than seven times its size. 

Mount Carmel, 4 miles west, Centralia, 3 miles 
north, and Girardville, 3 miles east, in addition to Ash- 
land, may well constitute the service area of the selling 
bank and should the purchasing bank be permitted to 
acquire the selling bank it will have 3 of the 7 bank- 
ing offices in that area with 61.9 percent of the total 
resources; 63.4 percent of the total deposits; and 65.1 
percent of the total loans and discounts of all of the 
banks in the area. [Cf. U.S. v. First National Bank 
<& Trust Co. of Lexington (36 — October term 1963, 


decided April 6, 1964), in which the Supreme Court 
held a merger to violate the Sherman Act, wherein the 
resulting bank would have 51.95 percent of the total 
deposits and 54.2 percent of the total loans of all 
commercial banks in Fayette County, Ky.]. 

It clearly appears, therefore, that the proposed 
merger of the Ashland National Bank, Ashland, Pa., 
into Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co., Potts- 
ville, Pa., will eliminate competition between the par- 
ticipating banks and will have a substantial adverse 
effect on competition and further a tendency toward 
monopoly in the area involved. 


The First National Bank of Mount Holly Springs, Mount Holly Springs, Pa., and Cumberland County 
National Bank & Trust Co., New Cumberland, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj transaction 

J otal assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of Mount Holly Springs, Mount Holly Springs, Pa. 

84, 946, 697 

39, 528, 778 

44, 475, 475 

1 


and Cumberland County National Bank & Trust Co., New Cumberland, Pa. 

5 


merged Aug. 7, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (14542). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 


6 


comptroller’s decision 

On May 26, 1964, the First National Bank of Mount 
Holly Springs, Mount Holly Springs, Pa., and the 
Cumberland County National Bank & Trust Co., New 
Cumberland, Pa., made application to the Comptrol- 
ler of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and title of the latter. 

The sole office of the $5.1 million First National 
Bank of Mount Holly Springs is located in the borough 
of Mount Holly Springs, which has a population of 
1,800 and is in the south central part of Cumberland 
County, 7 miles south of Carlisle and 27 miles south- 
west of Harrisburg. The borough, which is mainly 
residential, is a center for the surrounding agricultural 
area with a population of 25,000. 

The charter bank, the $38.5 million Cumberland 
County National Bank, has its main office in New Cum- 
berland, a community located across the Susquehanna 
River from Harrisburg. It has four other offices in 
Cumberland County, two in Camp Hill, one in Boiling 
Springs, one in Lemoyne and two military facilities at 
the Army depot in New Cumberland and the Navy 
depot in Mechanicsburg. All of these locations are 
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in the area known as the “West Shore.’* Because of 
easy highway access and railroad facilities, the area 
has been developing industrially. It also contains a 
number of Federal installations. The immediate New 
Cumberland area serves as a residential suburb of 
Harrisburg. 

There is little competition between the merging 
banks. The nearest office of the charter bank to the 
merging bank is its Boiling Springs branch, which is 
located 5 miles northeast of Mount Holly Springs in a 
separate community. I ts other branches are all 18 or 
more miles distant from the merging bank. The 
major consideration in assessing competition in Cum- 
berland County, the home of both banks, must be the 
Dauphin County banks which operate branches in 
Harrisburg directly across the Susquehanna River and 
two of which operate a total of five branches in Cum- 
berland County itself. These are substantial institu- 
tions, three of which have assets in excess of $100 
million. Additionally, there are 15 competing offices 
of other banks in Cumberland County. 

Consummation of the merger will enable the charter 
bank to compete more effectively with the larger Har- 
risburg banks, two of which will remain three times 
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the size of the resulting bank, and with all the Dauphin 
County banks operating in the West Shore area. Not 
only will the resulting bank profit from economies of 
operation, but the Mount Holly Springs area will gain 
by the introduction of the larger lending capabilities, 
trust facilities, and other services of the charter bank. 

In considering the facts of this case in light of the 
relevant statutory’ criteria, we find this merger to be in 
the public interest and the application is, therefore, 
approved. 

July 31, 1964 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Cumberland County National Bank & Trust Co. 
proposes to acquire the First National Bank of Mount 
Holly Springs. The latter had, as of April 15, 1964, 
total assets of $5 million, total deposits of $4.5 million, 
and loans and discounts of $3.2 million. It operates 
no branches, provides normal banking services on a 
relatively limited scale, and does not maintain a trust 
department. 


Cumberland County National Bank & Trust Co. 
operates through a main office at New Cumberland, 
Pa., and six branches in the surrounding territory. It 
offers full banking services, backed by resources of 
$37.7 million. 

The proposed merger involves the fourth largest of 
the banks operating in Cumberland County, Pa., ad- 
jacent to the city of Harrisbuig, and a relatively small 
bank serving a single community within that territory. 
The closest office of Cumberland is 5.9 miles from 
Mount Holly Springs and available information in- 
dicates there is no substantial competition between the 
two banks which would be eliminated. 

Three Harrisburg-based banks operating in the area 
will continue to be substantially larger than Cumber- 
land. There will also be two banks of comparable size 
and five smaller banks. 

It is our view that the adverse effects on competition 
resulting from this merger will not be significant. 
However, existing concentration of banking in Cum- 
berland County will be somewhat increased and further 
mergers may be induced. 


The First National Bank of West Middlesex, West Middlesex, Pa., and the First National Bank of 

Mercer County, Greenville, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The First National Bank of West Middlesex, West Middlesex, Pa. (6913), with . . . 
and First National Bank of Mercer County, Greenville, Pa, (249), which had . . 
merged Aiig. 8, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (249), 

$3, 724, 634 
33, 646, 698 

37, 371,333 

1 

8 



9 




COMPTROLLER'’s DECISION 

On May 25, 1964, the $32 million First National 
Bank of Mercer County, Greenville, Pa., and the $3.5 
million First National Bank of West Middlesex, West 
Middlesex, Pa., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter and 
title of die former. 

Greenville, in the extreme western part of the State, 
is the site of the charter bank’s home office and four of 
its eight branch offices. With a population of 8,236, 
the city is the center of the most significant trade area 
in northwestern Mercer County, which is on the Ohio 
border. The economy of Greenville’s trade area is 
dependent u]:on a diversified and developing industrial 
complex. Large employers such as Westinghouse 
Electric and Green\-ille Steel Car Co., along wath 16 


other manufacturing concerns, provide the principal 
economic support for the Greenville market, the popu- 
lation of which is estimated at about 25,000. Indus- 
trial growth in this area has buttressed an already stable 
economy, and the charter bank has been an active par- 
ticipant in that growth. The proposed merger will not 
affect the ability of the charter bank to meet the needs 
of Greenville or its environs, but it will extend its 
dynamic leadership into the southern part of Mercer 
County. 

The merging bank, located in the rural community 
of West Middlesex in southwestern Mercer County, 
serves some 3,000 people. With a population of 1,301, 
the town has but a limited amount of industrial 
activity. Most of the area residents are employed by 
industry or commerce in the Shenango Valley or 
Youngstown, Ohio, areas. 

127 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



There is virtually no competition between the two 
banks as the charter bank’s senior officers own approxi- 
mately 70 percent of the outstanding stock of the 
merging bank. It is clear that the influence of the 
charter bank is the determining factor in the formula- 
tion of the merging bank’s policies. 

Substantial advantages of the merger will accrue to 
the West Middlesex public. New services such as a 
progressive trust department and an increased lending 
power will permit the resulting bank to better serve 
the needs and conveniences of the area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

July 31, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger would permanently end such 
competition as exists between the participating banks 


already seriously compromised in existing at all due to 
common ownership and control. It would also elim- 
inate the only remaining independent bank in the west- 
ern part of Mercer County and further increase the 
already high degree of banking concentration in this 
area. Previous reports r(igarding mergers and acquisi- 
tions in this area have noted that of an original 14 sep- 
arate and independent banks in Mercer County only 
4 remained; and that of 38 banks with offices in the 
4-county area of Venango, Clarion, Mercer, and Craw- 
ford Counties in northwest Pennsylvania, 18 have been 
acquired by other banks in the past 10 years. It was 
predicted that further acquisitions involving the re- 
maining banks “may be expected if this merger trend 
is not stopped soon.” This proposed merger would 
constitute just such a transaction. It would be a fur- 
ther step in a strong trend to banking concentration by 
merger and acquisition. Accordingly, we conclude it 
would have seriously adverse effects on competition. 


State Bank of Nappanee, Nappanee, Ind., and the First National Bank of Elkhart, Elkhart, Ind. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$9, 207, 063 

1 


and the First National Bank of Elkhart, Elkhart, Ind. (206), which had 

merged Aug. 15, 1964, under the charter of the First National Bank of Elk- i 
h^ (206) and title “The First National Bank of Elkhart County.” The ! 

75, 449', 430 

84, 656, 493 

6 

7 





gomptroixer’s decision 

On June 18, 1964, State Bank of Nappanee, Nap- 
panee, Ind., and the First National Bank of Elkhart, 
Elkhart, Ind., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter of the 
latter and under the title “The First National Bank of 
Elkhart County.” 

The sole office of the $8.9 million merging bank is 
located in Nappanee, a community of 4,000 persons 
situated 17 miles south of Elkhart. The city services 
a primarily agricultural area where livestock raising is 
the major occupation. Some industry, particularly 
the manufacture of furniture and wood products, also 
contributes to the local economy. Because of the econ- 
omies to be gained, larger operations in the hog rais- 
ing, cattle feeding, and poultry fields are becoming pre- 
dominant, with a resulting increase in loan demands 
which the merging bank is incapable of satisfying. 
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The $72.2 million First National Bank of Elkhart 
has four of its six offices in Elkhart and one each in the 
nearby communities of Bristol and Dunlap. Elkhart, 
a city of 42,000 on the St. Joseph and Elkhart Rivers, 
is situated in the north-central part of the State, 15 
miles east of South Bend, and just 5 miles south of 
the Indiana-Michigan boundary. The service area 
encompasses 75,000 people and is largely industrial, 
although outlying farms contribute substantially to the 
economy. Elkhart is a railway center and its indus- 
tries manufacture electronic parts, metal and paper 
products and pharmaceuticals. In addition, 90 com- 
panies are engaged in the manufacture of mobile 
homes, trailers, and related parts. 

There is no substantial competition between the 
merging banks. Accordingly, no reduction of compe- 
tition nor trend toward monopoly can be foreseen. 
While consummation of the proposal will convert the 
merging bank into a branch, it will leave at least 15 
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directly coivipeting otliccs o( other banks in the imme- 
diate area. Four substantial banks in nearby South 
Bend, along \vith seven smaller banks in the area, also 
•>.vill continue to offer credit alternatives. 

The charter bank’s position will not be strengthened 
\ ery substantially, for while it has long been the larg- 
est bank in Elkhart, its pro rata share of banking assets 
in the community has been declining in recent years 
and its two major competitors, tlie $47.1 million St. 
Joseph Valley Bank and the $15 million First Old 
State Bank, have an equal number of branches in the 
city. 

The merger will offer more abundant funds and 
services to Nappanee and encourage the growth of 
that community. The benefits of seasoned executive 
judgment of the charter bank’s officers and the use of 
electronic data processing will result in greater operat- 
ing efficiencies. 

Considering the facts of this case in light of the 
statutory criteria, we find this merger to be in the pub- 
lic interest and it is therefore approved. 


August 14, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First National Bank of Elkhart is the largest 
bank in the Elkhart, Ind., area, holding 52.8 percent 
of total deposits and 53.1 percent of total loans. The 
proposed merger would increase First National’s per- 
centage of both deposits and loans to about 56 percent. 

In the Elkhart area, there are only three banks, two 
of which, First National and St. Joseph Valley Bank, 
control almost 90 percent of the total deposits and 
loans. 

In Nappanee, Ind., 17 miles south of Elkhart, an 
area experiencing a diversification and expansion of 
its industrial base, the resulting bank would dominate 
the area. 

By virtue of the dominance of the resulting bank and 
the high degree of concentration in the relevant area, 
the probable effect of the proposed merger on com- 
petition would be adverse. 


Third National Bank In Nashville, Nashville, Tenn., and Nashville Bank & Trust Co., Nashville, 

Tenn. 




Banking offices 

.\'ame nf bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets , 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$47, 981, 502 
382, 138, 104 

428, 218, 003 

2 


and Third National Bank in Nashville, Nashville, Tenn. (13103), which had. . 
merged Aug. 18, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (13103). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

15 

17 


comptroller’s decision 

On April 27, 1964, the $341.7 million Tliird Na- 
tional Bank in Nashville, Nashville, Tenn., and the 
$45.9 million Nashville Bank & Trust Co., Nashville, 
Tenn., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter and with 
the title of the former. 

Nashville, in the heart of the TVA service area, is 
the State capital of Tennessee. With an estimated 
metropolitan population in excess of 400,000 persons, 
reflecting a 24 percent increase since 1950, Na.shville’s 
population growth compares most favorably with the 
5 percent increase in population of the neighboring 
States of Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and the rest 
of Tennessee, which Nashville serves. The city is the 
focal point of a community constituting eight counties 
whose residents are dependent upon Nashville for such 


necessities as shopping, employment, and medical care. 
Its wholesale trade area stretches across middle Ten- 
nessee into southern Kentucky, northern Alabama, 
and northern Mississippi and contains an estimated 
population of 2,265,800 persons. This area, which 
bridges the North and the South of our country, 
enjoys a diversified economy dependent on agriculture, 
industry, and commerce. The growth of this economy 
has been spurred by the availability of abundant and 
cheap electric power from TVA, and by such U.S. 
Government installations as Redstone Arsenal at 
Huntsville, Ala., and the Arnold Development Center 
at Tullahorna, Tenn. The availability of low-cost 
labor, cheap power, excellent transportation facilities 
by air, highway and rail, gas and petroleum pipelines, 
and an abundant water supply favors Nashvdlie’s role 
as a center of the burgeoning mid-South. 
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The charter bank, founded in 1927, has grown, 
through capable and agressive management, into a sys- 
tem having 14 branch offices. It is particularly active 
in the correspondent banking field and now has a sub- 
stantial number of correspondent banks, most of which 
are located within a radius of 250 miles. Within this 
region it competes vigorously with the large banks in 
northeastern Georgia, northern Alabama, western 
North Carolina, Kentucky and Tennessee, although 
holding only 3.13 percent of total regional loans and 
deposits. Within the Nashville wholesale trade area, 
which covers middle Tennessee, southern Kentucky, 
northern Mississippi and northern Alabama, the char- 
ter bank’s share of total bank loans and deposits is but 
1 2.5 percent. In the Nashville community, which con- 
sists of the city and eight surrounding counties, the 
charter bank holds about 29.7 percent of deposits 
while its closest competitors, the $393.3 million First 
American National Bank, Nashville, and the $217.4 
million Commerce Union Bank, Nashville, hold 34.9 
and 18.1 percent of deposits, respectively. 

The merging bank, chartered in 1889 as a trust 
company, passed through a merger and reorganization 
and emerged in 1956 with its present title. In 1959 
the bank opened its first and only branch. Prior to 
January 1964, it was controlled by a wholesale grocery 
firm, which sold its stock in the merging bank to a 
syndicate controlled by insurance interests. The new 
owners soon found that injection of a substantial 
amount of capital and effort would be required both to 
make the bank a competitor in the Nashville area and 
a profitable undertaking for the owners. Having no 
desire to divert their attention from the insurance field 
and being unwilling to put large sums into the bank, 
these interests gave consideration to the merger route 
for a solution. They were prompted in part by the 
fact that, during the period since assuming control, de- 
posits in the merging bank declined from $45.4 mil- 
lion to $39.6 million, despite an increase of $1.1 million 
in public fund deposits. By contrast, deposits in the 
other three banks in the city rose sharply after 1960 and 
continued to rise. Many of the meiging bank’s cus- 
tomers, who previously felt obligated to maintain de- 
posits in the bank because of their business connections 
with the previous owners, the wholesale grocery firm, 
indicated that they were then free to move their ac- 
counts to larger banks. Additionally, the change of 
ownership resulted in a substantial loss of accounts in 
the bank’s trust department. 

One of the most determinative factors in the con- 
sideration of this merger is the problem of manage- 
ment succession. This Office has stated time and again 
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that a bank is only as good as its management. In 
the case of the meiging bank, the president is ill and 
anxious to retire. Further, there is no provision for 
succession. The dearth of young management per- 
sonnel and the unlikelihood of attracting new em- 
ployees to the merging bank is due to the below-aver- 
age salary scale and the lack of an adequate pension 
plan. The present owners of the bank show no inten- 
tion of instituting costly leforms to attract employees 
capable of making the bank a vigorous competitor, 
responsive to the needs of the community. As a result, 
the merging bank is presently noncompetitive. Only 
through merger with the charter bank, where the re- 
sulting bank will be a National Bank, will this Office 
have an opportunity to assist this noncompetitive state- 
chartered institution as well as the people of the Nash- 
ville community. We would, indeed, be derelict in our 
responsibilities to protect the public interest in banking 
were we to impede effective management from assum- 
ing the responsibilities of a declining and leaderless 
merging bank. 

We turn now to the future earnings prospects of the 
applicant banks, another criterion established by law 
in the consideration of bank mergers. The future 
earnings prospects of the merging bank, in its present 
condition, are very gloomy. The recent substantial de- 
cline in deposits in the phlegmatic and incapacitated 
management bode ill for future earnings of the bank 
unless remedial steps are taken. If merger is the rem- 
edy, however, as we are convinced it is, the future 
earnings prospects of the resulting bank are excellent 
because of the dynamic management, existing branch- 
ing system and operating efficiency of the charter bank. 

Only minimal competition exists between the two 
applicant banks due to difference in size and to diver- 
sity of market interests. As stated above, the charter 
bank serves numerous correspondent banks throughout 
its region. These correspondent banks’ deposits ac- 
count for 18.7 percent of the charter bank’s deposits, 
as compared to the merging bank’s correspondent de- 
posits which amoimt to only 1.2 percent of the merg- 
ing bank’s deposits. Commercial loans make up 40 
percent of the charter bank’s total loans, but only 25.7 
percent of the merging bank’s total loans. F urther con- 
trast can be seen in the fact that, while real estate 
loans account for only 0.8 percent of the charter bank’s 
loans, such loans constitute 34 percent of the merging 
bank’s loans. 

While the cold statistics presented by the applica- 
tion may indicate at first blush that some competition 
now exists between the applicants and that it will be 
eliminated by this merger, closer analysis of the com- 
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plete picture dispels this hasty’ conclusion. A bank’s 
competitive force in its community depends greatly 
upon the attitude of its management and board of di- 
rectors. To assess accurately competition between two 
banks, an effort must be made to weigh the aggressive- 
ness, the capability, the experience and the desire of 
the management of each to compete. When, as in this 
case, we find that the management of the merging 
bank is more interested in insurance than in banking, 
has no desire to maintain the bank’s relative standing 
in the banking community, and has made no effort 
to improve its internal operating procedures nor ele- 
vate the morale of its personnel through better salaries 
and an improved pension plan, we cannot realistically 
view it as a competitive bank. When a bank, such as 
the merging bank, is not disposed to compete, it is 
idle to speak of the elimination of competition by rea- 
son of a merger. 

The hallmark of modern banking is branch competi- 
tion. The inability of the merging bank to effectively 
serve the public is graphically illustrated in its failure 
to develop a modern branching system despite the fact 
that it was founded in 1889. With the three largest 
banks in Nashville having 20, 15, and 20 offices, 
respectively, it is manifest that Nashville Bank & Trust 
Co., with a single branch, cannot compete in the im- 
portant area of branching. 

The competition for funds in the Nashville com- 
munity is not confined to commercial banks. It must 
be noted that savings and loan associations are par- 
ticularly strong competitors. While competition is 
most desirable and indeed a basic tenet of the Ameri- 
can economic system, the advantages to savings and 
loan associations arising from higher permissible inter- 
est and dividend rates, as well as tax privileges not 
available to commercial banks, make a difficult com- 
petitive situation for the banks. This fact is reflected 
in the 325 percent increase in savings and loan share 
accounts in the Nashville community since 1953 and 
the opening of three new savings and loan zissociation 
branches during the past year. There is certainly a 
need for a stronger institution to compete for funds in 
such a market. 

There is no tendency toward monopoly in the Nash- 
ville area or community. The charter bank has never 
been involved in a merger since its founding in 1927; 
its rapid growth has been internal. The number of 
Nashville banks has not declined during the past 30 
years. Indeed, a relatively new bank, the Capital City 
Bank, which was chartered in 1960, now has almost 
$7.5 million in resources and two branches. There is 


hardly a monopoly when a new bank can enter the 
market and prosper so remarkably in such a short time. 

One of the best qualified authorities on banking in 
Tennessee has recognized the fact that the merger will 
be a salutary development. In a letter of April 25, 
1964, Mr. M. A. Bryan, Superintendent of Banks, State 
of Tennessee, said of the proposed merger: 

The competitive factor in my opinion will not be lessened 
by the merger. This assumption is based on the evident com- 
petition which now and will exist between existing First Amer- 
ican National Bank, largest Nashville bank, the Commerce 
Union Bank, in third position, and Third National Bank, 
second in size, the surviving institution of the merger between 
themselves and Nashville Bank & Trust Co. which holds a 
minor position in the field insofar as competition is concerned. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will improve 
the charter bank’s ability to serve the convenience and 
needs of the Nashville public. It will be better able 
to meet the credit needs of its larger customers through- 
out the Nashville wholesale trade area. Automation 
will improve the operating efficiency for the benefit 
of the merging bank’s customers. Increased salaries 
and other incentives such as the charter bank’s pension 
plan will improve the morale of the merging bank’s 
personnel. The more numerous banking services of- 
fered through the resulting bank’s extensive branch 
system will better serve the needs of the merging 
bank’s customers. Further, the assets of the merging 
bank will be pooled with those of the charter bank to 
be used more efficiently in promoting the economic 
well-being of the people of the Nashville community, 
the wholesale trade area which it serves, and the mid- 
South region of which it is the center. 

In the light of all of the facts and circumstances 
here present, we are compelled to conclude that this 
merger application has met the statutory criteria and 
will promote the public interest. The application is 
therefore approved. 

August 4, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The primary area of competition involved in this 
proposed merger is metropolitan Nashville, an area 
which is coextensive with Davidson County and the 
outer limits of permissible branching for Nashville 
banks. The area is already highly concentrated with 
the 3 largest banks holding more than 93 percent of 
all deposits and loans in the 6 Nashville banks, and 
more than 82 percent of total deposits and loans held 
by all 34 banks in Davidson County, and 7 surrounding 
counties. The proposed merger would unite the area’s 
second and fourth largest banks and increase concen- 
tration to a significant degree. The resulting bank 
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would be the largest lender and holder of savings 
deposits in the entire area with more than 40 percent 
of total loans held by Nashville banks and 36 percent 
of total loans held by all 34 banks in the 8 counties; 
it would hold 46 percent of all automobile loans and 
33 percent of all savings deposits held by commercial 
banks in the area. An important source of banking 


credit and service would be eliminated for individual 
and small business borrowers in metropolitan Nash- 
ville, and the many smaller banks in the area would 
be further disadvantaged in their competitive efforts. 
The proposed merger would have a severely adverse 
effect upon competition in metropolitan Nashville and 
the surrounding area. 


The First Security Bank of Idaho, National Association, Boise, Idaho, and the Farmers Bank, Kendrick, 

Idaho 


1 

Name o i bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

' operation 

' To be 

operated 


$3, 205, 007 

267, 058, 205 
269, 688,213 

1 

40 


was purchased Aug. 21, 1964, by First Security Bank of Idaho, National As- 



1 




On June 1, 1964, the First Security Bank of Idaho, 
National Association, Boise, Idaho, applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to pur- 
chase the assets and assume the liabilities of the $3.2 
million Farmers Bank, Kendrick, Idaho. 

Boise, with an estimated population of 60,000, is 
the head office of the purchasing bank and the largest 
city in Idaho. Located on the main line of the Union 
Pacific Railroad and served by numerous truck lines, 
the city is a distribution center for a trade area with 
a population in excess of 100,000. The 150 light- 
industry firms in Boise are connected primarily with 
the basic agriculture of the State and with the con- 
struction industry. 

The purchasing bank, with 40 operating branches, 
2 approved but unopened branches, and a facility at 
Mountain Home Air Force Base, serves the entire 
State of Idaho. It is second in size to the Idaho First 
National Bank, Boise, Idaho. Nine other banks, 
ranging in size from the Bank of Idaho, Boise, to the 
Bank of Central Idaho, Greenville, Idaho, compete 
for deposit accounts and profitable loans. 

Kendrick, population 450, is an agricultural com- 
munity located 27 miles northeast of the major trad- 
ing center of the area, Lewiston, and about 300 miles 
north of Boise. Although the region contains forest 
lands and logging operations, the economy largely de- 
pends on farms which principally produce wheat 
Most of the farms are operated by the owners and 
are quite profitable. Together with crops and live- 
stock operations, two grain elevators and a dry bean 
elevator compose the economic structure of Kendrick. 
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The selling bank is the only bank in Kendrick. 
The closest bank is the First Bank of Troy which is 13 
milw from Kendrick. Three banks in Lewiston and 
three banks in Moscow, Idaho, as well as banks in 
two other nearby towns, extend credit to interests in 
Kendrick. 

The selling bank has conducted a limited general 
banking business since it was organized in 1908. It 
has participated very little in the real estate and the 
consumer loan fields. Its small lending limit is partly 
responsibe for the fact that a number of large farm 
operators, lumber firms, and warehouse enterprises in 
the Kendrick area secure their credit outside Kendrick. 
The purchasing bank, with greater resources and more 
aggressive policies, will meet these difficulties and in- 
crease banking conveniejice in the Kendrick area. 

The former president and largest shareholder died 
recently and no successor has replaced him. The 
bank, now being manage^d by the cashier who has 
reached retirement age, ha s developed no other officer. 
The purchasing bank will be able to solve the 
management succession problem in Kendrick. 

The merger will not change the competitive struc- 
ture in Boise nor in the State at large, as the purchasing 
bank’s share of State deposits will increase by a mere 
0.4 percent. There are no common borrowers, deposi- 
tors or shareholders of the applicant banks. Because 
the selling bank finds itself in a dilemma resulting from 
no management depth, the merger route is the only 
viable means of retaining a bank in Kendrick which 
would provide competition in that northwestern section 
of Idaho. 
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Applying tlie statutory rvitrna to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the applica- 
tion is, therefore, approved. 

August 18, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First Security Bank, the second largest with 
deposits of over $242 million, operates 40 banking 
offices, 7 of which have been acquired since 1952 with 
deposits of over $27 million. 

Farmers Bank is located in the small town of 
Kendrick about 19 miles distant from the closest branch 
of First Security. Deposits of Farmers Bank total 
$2,850,000. 

Direct competition between the participating banks 
is very limited. The chief competition of Farmers 


Bank is the First Bank of Troy, a small independent 
bank which will hereafter compete with the second 
largest bank in Idaho. 

First Security has 31.5 percent of all Idaho bank 
deposits and 29 percent of the banking offices in the 
State. The three largest banks in Idaho have 76.6 
percent of the total deposits of all Idaho banks and 
93 of the 139 banking offices in the State. Since 1952, 
these 3 banks have acquired 18 banks with 22 banking 
offices. While each acquisition of a small bank, con- 
sidered separately, may not necessarily result in a sub- 
stantial lessening of competition, the cumulative effect 
of a series of small acquisitions, of which the present is 
an example, must inevitably be substantially adverse. 
Thus, any further acquisition by Security Bank involves 
an adverse competitive effect and a tendency toward 
monopoly. 


First National Bank & Trust Co., and the Georgetown National Bank, Both of Georgetown, Ky. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

\ 

Banking offices 

In 

1 operation 

To be 
operated 


$5, 646, 609 
7, 812,134 

13, 438, 460 

1 

2 


and First National Bank & Trust Co., Georgetown, Ky. (2927), which had . . 
merged Aug. 29, 1964, under charter of the latter bank (2927), and under the 
tide “First Georgetown National Bank & Trust Co.” The merged b^k at 


3 




comptroller’s decision 

On March 2, 1964, the $7.6 million First National 
Bank & Trust Co. and the $6 million Georgetown Na- 
tional Bank, both of Georgetown, Ky., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and title of the former. 

Georgetown, the county seat of Scott County, is 
located in the north central part of Kentucky, 1 2 miles 
north of Lexington. This city of 7,000 persons serves 
a trade area with an estimated population of 20,000 
persons including the Georgetown College enrollment 
of 1,200 students. A very rich and fertile belt of blue- 
grass country that is known for top grade burley 
tobacco and fine livestock runs through this part of 
Kentucky. Though tobacco is the prime money crop, 
industrial activity is growing and general economic 
conditions in the community are healthy, with approxi- 
mately 1,500 persons employed in manufacturing con- 
cerns and 1,700 in nonmanufacturing enterprises. In 
addition, approximately 20 percent of the eligible labor 
force works in Lexington. 


In 1962 the present owners acquired control of the 
charter bank by purchasing the majority of its shares. 
During the fall of 1963 they also gained control of a 
majority of the shares of the meiging bank. A new 
loan policy and other reforms instituted in the charter 
bank since its purchase have resulted in a diversified 
and expanded loan program and in improved bank 
earnings. If the present ownership of the applicants 
is allowed to take advantage of the operational and 
managerial economies inherent in the elimination of 
duplicated efforts, both banking services and earnings 
of the resulting bank should show improvement 
comparable to that of the charter bank. 

Neither of the applicants has any history of acquisi- 
tions aside from the charter bank’s 1963 acquisition of 
the small Farmers Deposit Bank of Sadieville, Ky, It 
is apparent from a study of liquidity ratios and earn- 
ings over the past few years that the financial condi- 
tion of both banks has been and continues to be good. 

Other than the applicants, the only financial insti- 
tutions in the community are one bank, two savings and 
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loan associations, and two loan companies. The two 
savings and loan associations, owned by the presidents 
of the merging bank and the remaining bank respec- 
tively, are used to channel off those loans that their 
banks prefer not to make. Of the two loan companies, 
only one does a significant amount of business. That 
loan company is controlled by the present owners of 
the merging and charter banks. 

Although three banks now serve Georgetown, there 
is no magic inherent in the number of three for a small 
community. For instance, in Frankfort, a much larger 
city, the community is well served by only two banks. 
Rather than pay obeisance to mere numbers, analysis 
of the effect of the proposed merger should consider 
the convenience and needs of the community and the 
effect upon competition of eliminating one bank. 

In the past, all three banks in the Georgetown area 
had provided substantially similar banking services 
with little or no effective competition among them. 
They had merely provided alternative banking sources 
for the community. Only recently, due to the aggres- 
sive loan policy of the charter bank, has the total loan 
market and the corresponding market share of each 
bank undergone significant change. The charter bank 
now makes more than 50 percent of the greatly in- 
creased total of loans made by the Georgetown banks. 
The following summaries of loan and deposit figures 
for the Georgetown banks as of December 20, 1963, 
are indicative of the disparate competitive efforts : The 
charter bank, with total deposits of $6.02 million, had 
total loans of $4.7 million; the merging bank, with 
total deposits of $4.82 million, had total loans of $2.01 
million; and the third bank, with total deposits of $4.06 
million, had total loans of $1.97 million. 

After the merger it appears that the applicants will 
serve the convenience and needs of the community 
more effectively than at present by providing superior 
management, better facilities, and a greater lending 
limit. By unifying the present staffs of each bank, 
those officers experienced in one field of bank opera- 
tions will complement those experienced in other fields, 
thus resulting in more capable, e^qjerienced and con- 
tinuous management. The resulting bank also intends 
to provide new drive-in and parking facilities for which 
there appears to be a great need in Georgetown. Fi- 
nally, the larger lending limit of $100,000 will enable 
the resulting bank to actively solicit business from those 
who now transact their banking business in Lexington. 

In order to guage the effect on competition in Scott 
County, a comparison must be made of the competitive 
situation before and after consummation of the pro- 
posed meiger. It is clear that before autumn 1963 
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there were three banks wliich, if not engaged in active 
competition with each other, at least were separate 
and distinct entities. Since the purchase of the merg- 
ing bank at that time, however, only technically can 
it be considered a separate and distinct entity. What- 
ever divergence in policy existing previously that might 
have resulted in competition between the applicants 
has been eliminated. Consequently, no tenable alle- 
gation of premerger competition can be made. The 
effect upon competition with the remaining bank de- 
pends to a large extent upon the preferences of its cus- 
tomers and of the public at large. It is already the 
smallest of the Georgetown banks and the broader 
banking services available from the applicants, if their 
banks are pemutted to merge, will undoubtedly disturb 
the competitive structure. However, a realinement 
of the competitive banking structure would be appro- 
priate in order to provide better service to the com- 
munity. 

Finally, although the Supreme Court has delimited 
the arena of competition for Lexington banks as only 
Fayette County, such delimitation does not forever 
foreclose that county to competition from outside. The 
applicants intend, through the expected strength of the 
resulting bank, to challenge the Lexington banks in 
Fayette County, as well as in Scott County, for the 
banking business of tobacco auction brokers and pur- 
chasers, large agricultural and livestock interests, and 
local manufacturing firms, all of which are now de- 
pendent upon Lexington banks for their credit sources. 
It may well be, therefore, that the great impact of this 
merger will be felt outside Geoigetown and that the 
merger will have a beneficial effect upon competition 
in the broader Fayette and Scott County market. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is theiefore approved. 

August 28, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First National Bank & Trust Co. of Georgetown, 
Ky., as of December 31, 1963, had reported assets of 
$7,436,300. On the same date, Georgetown National 
Bank of Georgetown, Ky., had reported assets of 
$6,055,200. The two banks offer substantially the 
same banking services in the same market area and are 
in competition with each other. The only other com- 
petition in Georgetown is from one small bank, the 
Farmers Bank. 

Although the merging banks have recently come 
under the control of the same group of stockholders, 
we can find no justification for any further diminution 
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of existing banking competition in the area. The re- 
sulting bank, with over 70 percent of the IPG deposits 
and loans in Geoi^etown would clearly dominate the 


local banking market. We therefore conclude that 
the proposed merger would have serious adverse com- 
petitive effects. 


The Idaho First National Bank, Boise, Idaho, and Pocatello National Bank, Pocatello, Idaho 




Banking offices 

.\’ame of bank and tyP« of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

! To be 

operated 


$5, 228, 838 
292, 692, 820 

297, 862, 393 

2 



41 


merged Sept. 4, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (1668). The 

1 43 

1 




COMPTROLLER'S DECISION 

On July 2, 1964, tlie $282.8 million Idaho First Na- 
tional Bank, Boise, Idaho, and the $4.9 million Poca- 
tello National Bank, Pocatello, Idaho, applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to mei^e 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

Boise, the State capital, has a population over 80,000 
in a trade area of 230,000 dependent primarily on a di- 
versified agricultural economy. Because it is well 
served by airlines, trucking firms, railroad facilities, and 
bus lines, Boise is a distribution center for the rest of the 
State. The scarcity of manufacturing industries has 
not inhibited a continuing stable growth rate of about 
5 percent per year. 

The Idaho First National Bank is a statewide system 
operating 40 branches. Its largest competitor is the 
$260.1 million First Security Bank of Idaho National 
Association, which also operates offices throughout the 
State. 

Pocatello, located 239 miles southeast of Boise, is the 
second largest city in Idaho, and has an area popula- 
tion in excess of 52,000. It serves as the transporta- 
tion and distribution point for the southeastern portion 
of the State, where several large industrial firms are 
located. Agriculture is an important segment of the 
local economy, which also relies upon Idaho State 
University with its approximately 3,000 students. 

The merging bank opened for business in 1959 as a 
satellite of the charter bank, since at that time the 
consent of the existing banks in Pocatello would have 
been required for the opening of a de novo branch by 
the charter bank. It competes with four offices of 
First Security Bank of Idaho National Association, and 
the $58.1 million Idaho Bank & Trust Co. 


Consummation of the proposed merger will allow 
more efficient operation and will introduce trust serv- 
ices to the merging bank’s customers. More impor- 
tantly, it will provide additional resources to meet the 
needs of the larger industrial and agricultural credit 
users of Pocatello. 

Beceause of the two banks’ affiliated relationship 
and due to the distances between their offices, no 
elimination of competition nor trend toward monop- 
oly is indicated. The merger merely changes the 
form of relationship without affecting local bank 
competition. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

September 3, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Idaho First National Bank, the State’s largest 
with deposits of over $256 million, operates 42 bank- 
ing offices throughout Idaho. Since 1953 it has ac- 
quired 10 banks with deposits of over $36 million. 

The Pocatello National Bank is located in Pocatello, 
about 41 miles from the nearest branch of Idaho First 
National. Deposits of the Pocatello National Bank 
are $4,433,000 and it has one branch office in Poca- 
tello in addition to its main office there. 

Direct competition between the participating banks 
appears very limited, if it exists at all. 

As of December 31, 1963, Idaho First National had 
35 percent of all Idaho bank deposits and 28.8 percent 
of the banking offices in the State. The 3 laigest banks 
in Idaho have 76.6 percent of the total deposits of all 
Idaho banks and 93 of the 139 banking offices in the 
State. Since 1952, these 3 banks have acquired 18 
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banks with 22 banking offices. Idaho First National 
has led this movement with its 10 acquisitions since 
1953. While each acquisition of a small bankj consid- 
ered separately, may not necessarily result in a substan- 
tial lessening of competition, the cumulative effect of 


a series of small acquisitions, of which the present is an 
example, must inevitably be substantially adverse. 
Thus, the proposed acquisition by Idaho First National 
would probably result in an adverse competitive effect 
and a tendency toward monopoly. 


National Bank & Trust Co. At Charlottesville, Charlottesville, Va., and the Peoples Bank of Stuarts 

Draft, Inc., Stuarts Draft, Va. 




Banking offices 

Kame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$2, 442, 073 

56, 357, 858 ' 

1 


and National Bank & Trust Go. at Charlottesville, Charlot^ville, Va. 
(10618), which had 

11 


merged Sept. 30, 1964, under charter of the latter bank (10618) and title 
“National Bank & Trust Co.” The merged bank at the date of merger 

58, 772, 892 

1 

12 




comptroller’s decision 

On July 15, 1964, the $55 million National Bank & 
Trust Co. at Charlottesville, Charlottesville, Va., and 
$2.3 million Peoples Bank of Stuarts Draft, Inc., Stu- 
arts Draft, Va., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter and 
with the title of the former. 

Charlottesville, population 34,500, is located in 
central Virginia near the Blue Ridge Mountains. 
The area’s industry includes a combination of agricul- 
ture and light equipment manufacturing concerns. 
The University of Virginia, which employs approxi- 
mately 2,100 persons and has an enrollment of 5,900 
students, is located in Charlottesville. The area has 
enjoyed a healthy expansion during the past 10 years. 

The charter bank has 10 branches operating within 
central Virginia. In this region the charter bank’s 
principal competition comes from the $414 million Vir- 
ginia National Bank, the $452 million First Mer- 
chants National Bank and the $16 million Citizens 
Bank & Trust Co. Eleven banks are located in the 
Charlottesville service area. 

Stuarts Draft, population 600, is a rural, residential 
community in west central Virginia. Located in the 
Shenandoah Valley near the Blue Ridge Mountains, 
the community has had within the past 10 years a 
surge of new home construction. Several local facili- 
ties of large major industries have been established 
recently in the Stuarts Draft area. Since the commer- 
cial facilities of the town are limited, the bulk of shop- 
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ping needs of the community are supplied by nearby 
Waynesboro and Staunton establishments. 

The merging bank, with no branches, is the only 
financial institution in the town of Stuarts Draft. The 
Peoples Bank of Stuarts Draft competes primarily with 
8 banks operating 13 offices in the Stuarts Draft- 
Waynesboro-Staunton area and is the eighth largest 
of the 9 banks serving the area. The $414 million 
Virginia National Bank operates 2 offices in the area. 

The Stuarts Draft bank, no longer able to serve ade- 
quately a community changing from a rural to a semi- 
industrial economy, has chosen to merge with an area 
bank which can offer an extensive range of financial 
services. The credit and trust departments of the 
charter bank will provide services not currently avail- 
able at the merging bank. A small lending limit re- 
stricts the merging bank from actively competing to 
satisfy the banking needs of the new medium-sized in- 
dustrial and commercial concerns in the area which 
depend on local institutions for financing. 

The competitive effect of the proposed merger will 
be minimal since the nearest office of the charter bank 
is 35 miles away in Charlottesville and the overlap of 
the charter bank’s service area is relatively insignifi- 
cant. In addition, the greater services to be offered by 
the proposed merger will bring about a greater degree 
of competition in the area of the meiging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is therefore approved. 

September 21, 1964. 
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SUMr^rARV i.>v RKPOirr ii\ /-'fSORNr'/ GErvERAL 

The National Bank & Trust Co. at Charlottesville 
had, as of April 15, 1964, assets of $54,573,000, deposits 
of $40,426,000. loans and discounts of $26,308,000, 
and capital accounts of $4,631,000. It operates four 
ofhccs in Charlottesville and six offices outside of Char- 
lottesville located from 20 to 37 miles east and south 
of Charlottesville. Authorization has been granted for 
one more branch in Charlottesville. 

The Peoples Bank of Stuarts Draft, Inc., had, as of 
April 15, 1964, assets of $2,276,000, deposits of 
$2,010,000, loans and discounts of $1,512,000, and 
capital accounts of $266,000. It operates one office 
in Stuarts Draft, a town 35 miles west of Charlottes- 
ville. 

The service area of the banks do not appear to over- 
lap. The application states that there is no competi- 
tion between the merging banks, but there is no sup- 
porting data with respect to common depositors or 


lenders or the volume of loans or deposits obtained by 
either bank in the service area of the other. However, 
direct competition between the banks does not appear 
to be significant. 

This merger will have some adverse effect upon com- 
petition in the relevant markets particularly with re- 
spect to the five smaller banks in Peoples Bank’s servdce 
area. Since these five smaller banks are already pres- 
ently competing witli Virginia National and First & 
Merchants, which between them presently account for 
95.88, 95.74, and 95,83 percent of total assets, loans 
and deposits, respectively, the proposal would serve to 
aggravate an already highly concentrated area. In 
addition, the proposed merger eliminates one more in- 
dependent bank in Virginia. When consideration is 
given to the increasing number of other independent 
banks in Virginia that have been eliminated by mergers 
in recent months, the cumulative effect of supplanting 
small independent banks by consolidations and mergers 
renders this proposal adverse. 


The Branford Trust Co., Branford, Conn., and the First New Haven National Bank, New Haven, Conn. 




Banking offices 

Xame of bank and type of transaction ' 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$5, 814, 623 
197, 335, 681 

203,150, 304 

1 


and the First New Haven National Bank, New Haven Conn. (2), which had. . 
merged Sept. 30, 1964, under charter and title of the latter baiik (2). The 

14 


15 




comptroller’s decision 

On July 22, 1964, the $197.8 million First New Ha- 
ven National Bank, New Haven, Conn., and the $6 
million Branford Tmst Co., Branford, Conn., made ap- 
plication to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and with the title 
of the fonner. 

New Haven is one of the industrial centers of New 
England. Its diversified manufacturing is primarily 
in the durable gO(xls field, with the majority of the 
companies employing fewer than 50 workers. Having 
a population of approximately 152,000, the city serves 
as a focal point of an area of 448,000 people. Urban 
renewal has made the heart of the city one of the most 
modem in the country, and new hotel, office building 
and retail construction indicates that New Haven will 
continue to serve as a center of trade and finance in 


south-central Connecticut. New Haven has tradition- 
ally been a transportation hub, as it is the headquarters 
of the New Hav'en Railroad and the converging point 
of two interstate highway systems. The general eco- 
nomic outlook for the future is quite promising. 

The charter bank has 13 branches in New Haven 
and surrounding towns. Its major competitor in New 
Haven is the $115.7 million Second National Bank with 
nine branches. The other local banks include the 
$109.8 million Union & New Haven Trust Co., which 
has eight branches; the $24.9 million Tradesmens Na- 
tional Bank, New Haven, with two branches in the 
area; and the single-office $7.2 million General Bank 
& Trust Co. Several large savings banks also operate 
in New Haven. Besides the banks which compete di- 
rectly with the charter bank, some of the largest banks 
in Connecticut, including the $515 million Connecticut 
Bank & Tmst Co., Hartford, the $286 million State 
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National Bank of Connecticut, Bridgeport, and the 
$223 million Connecticut National Bank, Bridgeport, 
actively seeks accoimts in the charter bank’s area. 

Btanford, population 18,800, is a residential-indus- 
trial suburb of New Haven and a summer resort. 
With the lai^e percentage increase in population over 
the past two decades has come a trend to the establish- 
ment of local industry. There are now 51 manufac- 
turing establishments in Branford, with metals and 
other durables composing a majority of these compa- 
nies. The town’s coast line on Long Island Sound has 
attracted summer, and even some year-round, resi- 
dential development. The general movement to sub- 
urban areas, as well as the announced intention of sev- 
eral industrial firms to move to Branford, bodes fair 
for the development of the local economy. 

The Branford Trust Co. is the sole commercial 
bank in Branford. The $14.8 million Branford Sav- 
ings Bank and the $14.2 million First Federal Savings 
& Loan Association are the only other financial institu- 
tions in the town. 

The merging bank has operated as a commercial 
bank since 1911. While Branford was a small, resi- 
dential community, this bank and the local savings 
bank adequately served its citizens. The recent 
change in character of the town has necessitated a 
different role for banking there. Because of the ana- 
chronistic branch banking laws of Connecticut, how- 
ever, no major bank could establish a branch in Bran- 
ford while the home office of the State bank remained. 

That there has been a need for modem banking 
service in Branford is reflected in the fact that over 
the last two decades, the population of Branford has 
more than doubled and local efforts to encourage the 
location of industry in the town have borne fruit. The 
Branford Trust lending limit of $70,000 has been in- 
adequate and its limited services cannot fill the needs 
of the public that it purports to serve. With an elderly 
executive officer who wishes to retire, the merging 


bank cannot operate effectively under existing condi- 
tions. There appears to be little hope of attracting 
able management to chart a new course because of the 
bank’s small size and its closely held stock. 

The Branford Trust Co. has chosen the merger 
route as the solution to its predicament. By this 
proposal a broader range of facilities and services 
will serve commercial and retail banking needs of the 
Branford community. Its most salutary consequence, 
from the public standpoint, is the opening of Branford 
to meaningful competition. By severely restricting the 
range of its services and functions, the merging bank 
has not well met the banking needs of this growing 
community, nor has it been a truly competitive force 
there. The merger will open the town to branch 
banking and give its residents the benefits of a full- 
service banking institution. 

In considering the facts of this case in light of the 
relevant statutory criteria, we find this merger to be 
in the public interest and the application is, therefore, 
approved. 

September 29, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First New Haven National Bank, the largest 
bank in the relevant competitive area with more than 
40 percent of commercial banking assets, deposits and 
loans in New Haven and the relevant area, proposes 
to acquire one of the few remaining independent com- 
mercial banks in the growing suburban and resort area 
lying east of New Haven. 

The merger would not appear to substantially affect 
the banks located in New Haven but would eliminate 
potential competition between the merging banks and 
result in the substitution of a branch of the largest 
bank in the area for the Branford Trust Co. and there- 
by place the smaller banks in North Branford and 
Guilford at a serious competitive disadvantage. 

We believe that the merger would have an adverse 
competitive effect. 

* 


The National Bank op Washington, Tacoma, Wash., and the Spokane National Bank, Spokane, Wash. 




Banking offices 

J^ame oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$6, 210, 207 
247, 159,412 

2 


and National Bank of Washington, Tacoma, Wash., (3417), which had 

merged Oct. 2, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (3417). The 

31 


merged bank at the date of merger had 

253, 369, 620 


33 
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CORIPTROLLEK .S DECISION 

On July 27, 1964, the $236.5 million National Bank 
of Washington, Tacoma, Wash., and the $6 million 
Spokane National Bank, Spokane, Wash., applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the 
former. 

Tacoma, located on Puget Sound, is an industrial 
city, 30 miles west of Seattle. It ranks third in size 
in the State, with a population of nearly 150,000, 
The economy is based primarily on lumber, manufac- 
turing and shipping. There are also several nearby 
military facilities which add some stimulation to the 
economy. 

The National Bank of Washington has 26 offices in 
western Washington and 6 in the central part of the 
State. It receives significant competition in Tacoma 
from the Puget Sound National Bank which has 14 
offices, and in other areas from the Peoples National 
Bank of Washington, Seattle, Wash., the National 
Bank of Commerce of Seattle, and the Seattle-First 
National Bank, which, with 77 branches, is the largest 
in the State. 

The city of Spokane, population 180,000, is located 
in the area known as the “Inland Empire” which lies 
along the Canadian border in eastern Washington. 
It is the second largest city in the State and largely 
supported by agriculture and lumbering. 

The merging bank, 312 miles east of Tacoma, has 
resources of $6 million. Its main office is in down- 


town Spokane and its one branch is 7 miles north of 
the city. Competition is provided by the Old National 
Bank of Washington, Spokane, Wash., and several 
other large banks, including the Spokane and Eastern 
branch of the Seattle-First National Bank and the 
Washington Trust Bank of Spokane. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will allow 
greatly expanded and more efficient operations for 
the resulting bank, including trust services, investment 
and market research, and international banking de- 
partments. In addition, an acute management prob- 
lem, which has been caused by poor health of the 
Chairmen of the Board will be solved. 

Because of the considerable distance between the 
two banks, no elimination of competition nor trend to- 
ward monopoly is foreseeable. In fact, competition 
will actually be stimulated because of the added 
strength of the resulting bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

September 29, 1964. 

.SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger would not eliminate any sub- 
stantial competition between the two banks but it 
would adversely affect competition by contributing to a 
pronounced merger trend by which the larger Wash- 
ington State banks are acquiring many viable small and 
medium-sized banks. 


The Marine National Bank of Erie, Erie, Pa., and the Citizens National B.ank of Corry, Corry, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Citizens National Bank of Corry, Corry, Pa. (4479), with 

and the Marine National Bank of Erie, Erie, Pa. (870), which had 

merged Oct. 2, 1964, under charter of the latter bank (870), and with the 
title “Marine National Bank.” The merged bank at the date of metier had . 

$10, 963, 243 
43, 002, 848 

53, 966, 092 

1 

5 

6 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 3, 1964, the $42.1 million Marine Na- 
tional Bank of Erie, Erie, Pa., and the $10.9 million 
Ciitzens National Bank of Corry, Corry, Pa., applied 
to the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to 
meige under the charter of the former and with the 
title of the Marine National Bank. 


Erie, with a population of over 134,000 in a metro- 
politan area of about 250,000, is an industrial city 
located on Lake Erie in the northwestern part of the 
State. Its lake port facilities can accommodate ocean- 
going ships carrying coal, iron, and grain. The local 
economy is supported by many national manufactur- 
ing companies and is supplemented by agriculture in 
the surrounding areas. 
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Located 32 miles southeast of Erie is the city of 
Cony. With a population of over 7,700 and serving 
a trade area of 20,000, the city is located on the main 
line of the Erie Railroad and has access to good high- 
way connections. The local economy depends on a 
number of small manufacturing industries employing 
some 7,000 people. 

The charter bank has experienced slow growth over 
the years due to its ultraconservative management and 
its late entry into branch banking. However, since 
1956, it has established four de novo branches in the 
Erie area. It is the third largest commercial bank 
in its area and competes with the $102 million First 
National Bank, the $87.2 million Security Peoples 
Trust Co., the $31.1 million Union Bank & Trust Co., 
and the $12.8 million Bank of Erie, all of Erie. 

The charter bank has recently retained as its presi- 
dent the young, aggressive former president of the 
merging bank. This change of management was de- 
signed to modernize the charter bank. Now faced 
with a serious management succession problem, the 
merging bank desires to continue its progress under the 
former president. This proven management leadership 
should be continued. 

There is no competition between the two institutions. 
Consequently, consummation of the proposed merger 
will not diminish competition. Competition from 
other banks and financial institutions will continue 
to offer alternate sources of adequate credit to cus- 
tomers in the merging bank’s area and the charter 
bank’s position with respect to the other banks in Erie 
will remain unchanged. 


Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

September 30, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENER.\L 

The Marine National Bank of Erie is the third largest 
bank in Erie, Pa. The Citizens National Bank of 
Corry is a small unit bank operating 30 miles from 
Erie. Although there does not appear to be any 
presently existing competition between these banks, it 
would appear that Marine is in a position to seek loan 
accounts in the area now sensed by Citizens. Approval 
of this merger would eliminate such potential 
competition. 

Merger with Citizens would not appear to materially 
enhance Marine’s position in Erie, although it would 
increase somewhat the concentration in this area. The 
more serious effect of this merger, we believe, would 
be felt among the small banks competing with Citizens, 
particularly the National Bank of Corry, which is the 
only other bank operating in the town where Citizens 
is located. The National Bank of Corry and the other 
small independent bank that would remain after this 
merger (National Bank of Union City) would be faced 
with competition from a branch of a much larger bank. 
This factor, plus an increase in concentration existing 
in the western portion of Erie County, may make the 
continued existence of these small independents more 
difficult. 

For these reasons we believe that approval of this 
merger will have a slight adverse effect on competition. 


The Citizens National Bank & Trust Co. of Oneonta, Oneonta, N.Y., and the National Commercial 

Bank & Trust Go., Albany, N.Y. 



1 

Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The Citizens National Bank & Trust Co. of Oneonta, Oneonta, N.Y. (8920), 

$13, 273, 644 
455, 320, 050 

468, 482, 429 

2 


and National Commercial Bank & Trust Co., Albany, N.Y. (1301), which had. . 
merged Oct. 2, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (1301). The 

39 I 


41 


1 

; 1 


comptroller’s decision 

On July 29, 1964, the $437 million National Com- 
mercial Bank & Trust Co., Albany, N.Y., and the $13 
million Citizens National Bank & Trust Co. of 
Oneonta, Oneonta, N.Y., applied to the Comptroller 
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of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and title of the former. 

Albany, the site of the home office of the charter 
bank and 5 of its 35 branch offices, is the capital of the 
State of New York. Located at the hub of a rail, high- 
way, and water transportation system which serves the 
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entire norrhea.stern Criitecl States, the city is also a 
commercial center. 

The v harter bank has nine of its branches in nearby 
communities and the remainder are distributed 
throughout a wide econorak ally diversified area, which 
extends ftoin the home oflicc citv l.'iO miles nortJi to 
the Canadian border, 30 miie.s east to the Massachu- 
setts border. 100 miles west and 60 miles south. The 
charter bank's most active competition arises in the 
Albany-Trov area in which there are 34 offices of 
seven commercial banks. 

Oneonta, population 13,300, is the site of the 
merging bank. Located 85 miles southwest of Albany 
and 20 miles south of the charter bank’s nearest branch, 
it is the chief trading center for Otsego County. The 
county’s economic base is agricultural with dairy 
farming the predominant source of income. 

The competition that exists between the applicant 
banks is negligible. The deposits and the loans of the 
charter bank’s three branches in Otsego County ac- 
count for only 0.6 and 0.56 percent respectively of the 
charter bank’s overall deposits and loans. The impact 
of the merger will be greatest in Oneonta, where the 
$23 million Wilber National Bank, the only other com- 
mercial bank in town, w'elcomes tlie entrance of 
National Conomercial as a stimulant to competition. 

The resulting bank will benefit the Oneonta area 
by the introduction of services not now offered to 
residents and by offering the residents a choice of 
sources for services now offered only by the Wilber Na- 
tional Bank. New services which, for the first time, 
will be offered residents are certificates of deposit, ac- 
counts receivable financing, education loans, equip- 
ment leasing, investment services, and area develop- 


ment services to ^sist in community planning and 
grow'th. 

The overall benefits derived from the proposed 
merger, couplied with the fact that competition can be 
expected to increase, make it apparent that the result- 
ing bank will improve banking services in the Oneonta 
area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

September 29, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY -ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger seeks to bring together Na- 
tional Commercial Bank & Trust Co., one of north- 
eastern New York’s largest banks, with ^sets of 
$436,581,000 and 38 offices in Albany and other im- 
portant upstate areas, and Citizens National Bank & 
Trust Co. of Oneonta, a much smaller independent 
bank with two offices in Oneonta and assets of 
$13,103,000. National has within the last 8 years ac- 
quired three banks within 20 miles of Citizens, the 
last such acquisition taking place in January of 1964. 

The proposed merger will eliminate some degree of 
actual and expected future competition between the 
two institutions and will add to the concentration and 
elimination of independents that has already occurred 
in Otsego County and the greater service area of Na- 
tional. Although it will offer Oneonta the advantages 
of a large institution, such advantages are already 
present in some measure and there will be eliminated 
from Otsego County a unit bank competitor that has 
shown growth over the years in a static area. For 
these reasons we conclude that the effects of the pro- 
posed merger on competition will be adverse. 


The Western Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, Pa., and the Citizens National Bank of 

Beaver Falls, Beaver Falls, Pa. 


1 


Banking offices 

.Yame o/ l/ani and type of transaction j 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

j 

$6, 107, 963 

530, 002, 302 

536,110, 264 

2 


and lAVstern Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, Pa. (2222), which : 

1 47 


cor.riolidated Oct. 3, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (2222). ! 

The consolidated bank at the date of consolidation had ! 

1 

49 


comptroller’s decision 

On June 26, 1964, the 1*5512 million Western Penn- 
sylvania National Bank, McKeesport, Pa., and the $6.3 
million Citizens National Bank of Beaver Falls, Beaver 


Falls, Pa., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to consolidate under the charter and 
with the title of the ionner. 

McKeesport is an industrial city of 45,000 people. 
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separated from Pittsburgh by only 2 miles. Both cities 
are located within Allegheny County and their econo- 
mies are based on steel production. 

Beaver Falls, population 16,000, is located 33 miles 
northwest of Pittsburgh in Beaver County. Its econ- 
omy, like that of Pittsburgh and McKeesport, is 
founded primarily upon the steel industry, as is that of 
the entire industrial complex which is coterminous 
wth the Pittsburgh Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Area. This area includes Allegheny, Beaver, Wash- 
ington, and Westmoreland Counties. 

Since 1953, the Western Pennsylvania National 
Bank has attained a phenomenal growth record under 
dynamic executive leadership. During this period its 
assets have increased from approximately $50 million 
to the present $512 million. The charter bank now 
offers significant competition to the Mellon National 
Bank and to the Pittsburgh National Bank. To fur- 
ther competition. Western Pennsylvania has requested 
and received permission to move its head office from 
McKeesport to Pittsburgh. 

There is little competition between the applicant 
banks. The charter bank does not have an office in 
Beaver Falls, while the Citizens’ two offices are located 
there. Western Pennsylvania’s nearest office is in New 
Brighton, which is on the opposite side of the Beaver 
River some 3 miles away from the consolidating bank’s 
head office. Citizens, however, competes with other 
commercial banks which operate seven offices in Beaver 
Falls, including two offices of the Mellon National 
Bank. 

Beaver Falls will be benefited by this consolidation. 
Citizens National has been unable to attract adequate 
capital to support the size of its present operations. 
It has also been unable to meet the credit needs of its 
service area which is limited to the immediate vicinity 
of Beaver Falls. The resulting bank will be able to 
offer to the public many new specialized banking serv- 


ices, including a trust department. It will likewise 
offer a full range of consumer financing and install- 
ment loans which will provide more effective competi- 
tion for the many finance companies now operating 
in the area. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed con- 
solidation, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is therefore approved. 

September 28, 1964. 

SUMMARY OP REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Commercial banking in the Pittsburgh (Allegheny 
County) area, the primary service area of the Western 
Pennsylvania National Bank, is very highly concen- 
trated, to a large extent as the result of past acquisi- 
tions and mergers. Western itself is the third largest 
bank serving the Pittsburgh area and has, since 1953, 
acquired 20 small- and medium-sized banks, most of 
them in Allegheny County. Approval of the instant 
consolidation would further an existing tendency to- 
ward monopoly and will eliminate existing competition 
between Western and Citizens. 

As recently as February 1964, Western acquired a 
bank in Citizens’ service area only 1 mile from Citizens’ 
nearest office. As a result of the proposed consolida- 
tion, the small local banks operating in this service 
area will be confronted with four more branches of 
this large Allegheny County bank in addition to the 
branches of Pittsburgh’s largest and fourth largest 
banks already there — Mellon National Bank & Trust 
Co. and the Union National Bank of Pittsburgh. This 
situation may impose such a handicap on the remziining 
small banks that they will be forced to seek similar 
consolidations thereby eliminating all local banks in the 
area. 

In all respects, therefore, the effect of this proposed 
consolidation upon competition must be deemed to 
be adverse. 


« « •» 


Marine Midland National Bank op Southeastern New York, Poughkeepsie, N.Y., and Community 

National Bank, Liberty, N.Y. 




! 

Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


526,034,886 

104, 687, 940 

3 i 


and Marine Midland National Bank of Southeastern New York, Pough- 

6 


merged Oct. 9, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (465), The 
merged bank at the date of merger had 

130, 740, 826 


9 
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comptroller's decision 

On May 28, 1964, the $95.5 million Marine Mid- 
land National Bank of Southeastern New York, Pough- 
keepsie, N.Y., and the $23.4 million Community Na- 
tional Bank, Liberty, N.Y., applied to the Comptroller 
of tlie Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the former. 

Poughkeepsie, county seat and principal city of 
Dutchess County, is located about 78 miles north of 
New York City and has a population of over 38,000 
in a trade area of about 250,000. The economy of 
Dutchess County depends on light manufacturing, re- 
lated service industries, some heavy manufacturing and 
considerable dairy farming and fruit growing. 

The Marine Midland National Bank maintains its 
main office and one branch in Poughkeepsie and four 
other branches located outside of the city. Its chief 
competitors are the $139.7 million Poughkeepsie Sav- 
ings Bank, the $27.3 million Farmers-Mattewan Na- 
tional Bank, the $26.3 million Dutchess Bank & Trust 
Co., and the $17.2 million Fallkill National Bank & 
Trust Co. Moreover, the charter bank, as a member 
of the Marine Midland group, enjoys the services and 
connections of a large statewide bank holding 
company. 

Liberty, with a population of 4,700 in a trading area 
of 16,000, is located in Sullivan County 56 miles west 
of Poughkeepsie and 108 miles northeast of New York 
City. It .shares in the Catskill Mountain resort econ- 
omy which attracts over 2 million visitors a year to the 
area. Existing resort facilities include about 300 hotels, 
many of which can accommodate over 500 guests, some 
1,200 bungalow colonies averaging 8 units, about 50 
motels, and 100 trailer courts. In addition, rental cot- 
tages, campsites and other lodgings abound in the area. 
In recent years, there has been an increase in the de- 
velopment of winter sports to encourage year-round 
activity in the region. This project has encouraged 
further expansion of existing facilities. 

The merging bank, quartered in Liberty with branch 
offices in South Fallsburg and Woodbourne, ranks 
second among eight commercial banks in Sullivan 
County. Its deposit structure fluctuates considerably 
because of the seasonal nature of tlie resort business, 
with the result that it does not possess the deposit sta- 
bility nor the legal lending limit which would permit 
substantial financing of resort and agricultural enter- 
prises on a long-term basis. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will intro- 
duce into Sullivan County a bank with deposit stability 
and a lending limit sufficient to meet the credit needs 


of an expanding resort industry. Further, the cus- 
tomers of the merging bank will have available for 
the first time trust and other banking services not 
offered by the merging institution. The pool of 
trained employees of the charter bank and the Marine 
Midland system will benefit the merging bank and 
improve its operating efficiency. 

While the banking structure of Poughkeepsie will 
not be altered by the merger, the competitive climate 
of Sullivan County will be considerably improved by 
the introduction of a strong, full-service institution. 
Since the applicants are over 50 miles apart and do 
not compete vdth each other, no reduction of com- 
petition or trend toward monopoly is foreseeable. 
The residents of Dutchess and Sullivan Counties will 
continue to have available adequate competing 
sources of bank services and credit. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is therefore approved. 

October 5, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Community National is one of eight commercial 
banks in Sullivan County, N.Y., and claims that it 
competes with three additional banks, two located 
in Ulster County and one in Orange County. Com- 
munity National ranks third among all 1 1 banks, with 
11.9 percent of total deposits. The three largest ac- 
count for 60.3 percent of the total deposits. If the 
merger is effectuated, the resulting bank, Marine Mid- 
land of Southeastern New York {based in Pough- 
keepsie, Dutchess County, 56 miles from Liberty and 
with no existing branch in Sullivan County) would 
have 40.8 percent of the deposit total of all 11 com- 
peting banks, and the 3 largest banks would have 73.3 
percent of the deposit total. A merger trend has 
already occurred among the Sullivan County banks, 
three banlcs having disappeared through merger in 
the past 4 years, and an application is pending to 
merge a fourth (apart from the instant application). 

The proposed merger would substitute the multi- 
billion Marine Midland banking organization in Sulli- 
van County in place of the present independently 
owned and operated Community National Bank. 
The resulting bank will have a far greater lending 
limit and far greater resources than any bank in the 
county and surrounding area. Competition for Com- 
munity National’s loan participations and correspond- 
ent relationships will diminish or be foreclosed since 
the resulting bank will probably deal with its sister 
banks in the Marine Midland group. 
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The merger will cause an imbalance in the structure 
of commercial banking in Sullivan County, may 
diminish the competitive prospects of the other banks 
in the area, and may increase the trend of mergers 
and undue concentration and monopoly of banking 
in Sullivan County. 

Apart from the merger’s adverse effects on compe- 
tition in commercial banking in Sullivan County, it 
could have adverse competitive effects on the banking 
industry elsewhere in New York State. The concen- 
tration of banking resources and offices under the 


single control of one organization, the Marine Midland 
holding company, will be increased. The unique and 
competitively favorable posture of Marine Midland as 
the only statewide banking organization in the State 
will be strengthened by its entrance into Sullivan 
County via this merger. This may increase the pres- 
sure for the formation of o ther comparable bank hold- 
ing companies in New York. 

We conclude, therefore, that the competitive effect 
of this merger may be substantially adverse. 

* 


The Tennessee Bank & Trust Co., Houston, Tex., and the Houston National Bank, Houston, Tex. 




Banking offices 

Xame oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


1 

$52, 341, 796 i 
89,292,080 

1 i 



1 


merged Oct. 16, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (9353). The 

i 

140, 745, 393 

1 




comptroller’s decision 

On September 8, 1964, the $44.6 million Tennessee 
Bank & Trust Co., Houston, Tex,, and the $86 million 
Houston National Bank, Houston, Tex., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter and title of the latter. 

Houston, whose 1964 estimated population of over 
1 million represents increases of 70.3 percent over 1950 
and 57.4 percent over 1960, is the sixth largest city in 
the United States and is the largest in the Southwestern 
States of Texas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, and Arizona. 
Its standard metropolitan area is defined as Harris 
County, an area of 1,730 square miles with a popula- 
tion of 1.3 million. Houston is the center of what is 
known as the Upper Texas Gulf Coast area, which 
consists of 11 counties whose 1960 population was al- 
most 2 million. This trade area runs approximately 
21 miles north, 57 miles south, 100 miles east, and 86 
miles west of Houston. 

Since 1950, the Upper Texas Gulf Coast area has 
nearly doubled its population, and has undergone a 
significant change in its economy which 10 years ago 
was primarily agricultural. Today, this region boasts 
the largest concentration of oil, gas and petrochemical 
refining, processing and manufacturing plants in the 
world, and is one of the fastest growing industrial areas 
of the Nation. It is served by six deep water ports 


which are connected by the Inter-Coastal Waterways. 
The largest of the six is the port of Houston, connected 
to the Gulf of Mexico by a 50-mile ship channel. In 
1950 the port of Houston moved 41.9 million net tons; 
in 1962 that figure reached 57.8 million, thus making 
the port the third largest port in the country in terms 
of tonnage moved. 

Three hundred national firms have offices or outlets 
in downtown Houston, and within the city’s corporate 
limits are 115 firms which employ more than 300 peo- 
ple each. Twenty-five of them employ more than 
1,000 persons. Along with its population boom, re- 
tail sales in the city have increased by 50 percent to a 
total of $1.5 billion in 1962. Adding to the already 
booming economy is the 2-year old National Aeronau- 
tics and Space Administration’s Manned Spacecraft 
Center, located 22 miles from Houston. Ten colleges 
in the area have a student enrollment of 23,669, the 
largest being the University of Houston, with 13,665 
students. 

Metropolitan Houston is currently served by 79 
banks, with several others approved but not yet open 
for business. Thirteen of these banks are located in 
the downtown business district of Houston, 44 banks 
are located in the suburbs, and 22 banks are located in 
Harris County, outside of Houston. These commer- 
cial banks hold approximately 3 billion deposits and 
1.7 billion in loans. The First City National Bank is 
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the largest with total resources of $903 million with 
26.2 percent of deposits and 22.5 percent loans, fol- 
lowed by the $812 million Texas National Bank of 
Commerce with 22.9 percent of deposits and 22.3 per- 
cent of loans and the $541 million Bank of Southwest, 
National Association, with 14,6 percent of deposits and 
17.1 percent of loans. In fourth place is the Charter 
Bank with total resources of $86 million. With the 
approval of this merger the Charter Bank’s assets will 
be $130 million and will account for 3.75 percent of 
the total deposits and 3.79 percent of the total loans 
in the metropolitan area. Though remaining in fourth 
position, the resulting bank will be but one-fourth the 
size of the third largest bank. 

There are 20 savings and loan associations in Hous- 
ton operating a total of 15 branches in addition to their 
main offices. Also competing in the area are over 200 
credit unions, 200 life insurance companies, and 75 
sales finance companies. 

The resulting bank will offer more effective compe- 
tition to the 3 larger banks and the effect on the other 
74 smaller banks will not be adverse. Although a 
minimal degree of competition will be eliminated be- 
tween the merging banks, it is not considered signifi- 
cant. ^Ve are fortified in this view by the advisory 
opinions of the Federal Resewe Board and the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation. In its advisor)' report 
on the competitive factors the Federal Resen-e Board 
stated : 

During a field investigation, officials of all the larger down- 
town banks and three independent suburban banks indicated 
that the instant proposal would not have an adverse effect 
on the competitive picture in Houston. 


While consummation of a merger between Houston Na- 
tional Bank and Tennessee Bank & Trust Co. would eliminate 
some existing competition and potential for more competition 
between the two banks, it might stimulate competition among 
the larger banks without unfavorable competitive effects on 
smaller banks. Numerous alternative banking facilities would 
remain available in the Houston area, and the overall effect 
of the proposed transaction on competition would not be sig- 
nificantly adverse. 

In the same vein the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation found : 

Under the proposal, a small unit bank would be eliminated 
and there might be some elimination of competition. How- 
ever, competition between the merging banks which might be 
eliminated is not regarded as significant. Common deposits 
and loans are minimal and the functions of the merging banks 
have been more complementary than competitive. In addi- 
tion, neither merging bank is a significant factor in the overall 
competitive area by virtue of size alone. 


Neither the increased concentration of banking resources 
nor the competition which might be eliminated is sufficient to 
be of adverse significance and it is concluded that the overall 
effect of the proposed merger on competition would not be 
unfavorable. 

Furthermore, no evidence appears in the record in- 
dicating that the enhanced competitive capacity of the 
resulting bank will work adversely upon any competing 
bank in Harris County. 

The stringent antibranch banking statute is another 
cogent argument in support of this merger. By main- 
taining the strict prohibition against branch banking, 
the Texas Legislature has chosen to ignore the ascend- 
ing economic fortunes of a growing industrial society 
in Texas. Approval of the merger will recognize the 
need to marshall capital sufficient to meet the credit 
requirements of the State’s economic growth, and offset 
in part the economic waste resulting from the prolifera- 
tion of numerous unit banks, each with its own capital 
structure, premises and personnel. The State’s per- 
sistence in maintaining a unit banking system designed 
for a rural economy of 50 years ago impedes its ability 
to realize its economic potential and fulfill the destiny 
for which it is striving. 

Applying the relevant statutory criteria to the pro- 
posal to merge, we conclude that it is in the public 
interest and the application is therefore approved, 
effective at the close of business, Friday, October 16, 
1964, Houston time. 

October 15, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Houston National is the fourth largest commercial 
bank and trust company in Houston, with assets of 
$86,081,000, deposits of $74,725,000, and loans of 
$42,535,000. Tennessee Bank (which is controlled 
by Tenn^see Gas Transmission Go., one of the largest 
public utility companies in the Nation) is the tenth 
largest bank in Houston, with assets of $44,615,000, 
deposits of $38,623,000, and loans of $22,512,000. 
Both applicants offer trust services, and both have ex- 
tensive correspondent bank activities. Each has its 
office in downtown Houston (under Texas law com- 
mercial banks are not permitted branch offices ) . Until 
April 1963 Tennessee Bank was located at 306 Main 
Street, just one block south of Houston National’s office 
at 202 Main Street. 

Metropolitan Houston is coterminous with Harris 
County. There are 79 banks in this area, of which 
at least 22 are reported to be closely associated with 
one of the three largest, downtown banks. These 
three institutions and their associated banks together 
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hold about 72.5 percent of the area’s deposits. This 
heavy concentration is in large part the direct result of 
three major consolidations since 1953 which combined 
Houston’s then six largest, downtown banhs into the 
three which now dominate the area. Houston Na- 
tional, with 2.4 percent of Harris County’s deposits, 
is the next largest downtown bank. Tennessee Bank, 
since its affiliation v^th Tennessee Gas Transmission 
Co. in 1961, has increased its deposits from $2,289,000 
to $38,623,000, and now holds 1.6 percent of the county 
total. 

The proposed merger would eliminate direct com- 
petition in commercial banking and trust business, in- 


cluding correspondent banking services, between two 
substantial downtown Houston banks. It would re- 
sult in a relatively slight percentage increase in con- 
centration in the four largest Houston banks, from 
about 74.9 percent to about 76.3 percent, but in view 
of the concentration whicli already characterizes the 
market that increase is not insignificant. Moreover, 
the resulting bank would possess such competitive ad- 
vantages as might result frcm being affiliated with one 
of the largest public-utility companies in the United 
States as to raise serious competitive problems. 

We conclude that the effect of the proposed merger 
on competition would be seriously adverse. 

* 


The Oneida National Bank & Trust Co. of Central New York, Utica, N.Y., and the Citizens National 

Bank of Poland, Poland, N.Y. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$2, 865, 897 

167, 647, 231 

170. 513,128 

1 


and the Oneida National Bank & Trust Co. of Central New York, Utica, 
N.Y. (1392), which had 

15 


merged Oct. 16, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (1392). The 

IS 




comptroller's decision 

On August 10, 1964, the $163.5 million Oneida Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co. of Central New York, Utica, 
N.Y., and the $2.6 million Citizens National Bank of 
Poland, Poland, N.Y., applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to merge under the char- 
ter and with the title of the former. 

Utica, a city of 100,000 with a 2-county trade area 
of about 250,000, is an industrial and commercial 
center in central New York State, located about 50 
miles east of Syracuse and 90 miles northwest of Al- 
bany. The economy of the area is dependent on in- 
dustry and agriculture, and several nationally prom- 
inent industrial firms provide a substantial portion of 
the area’s income. The New York Thruway and the 
New York Central Railroad move goods and traffic 
through the region with ever-increasing volume. Al- 
though recent reductions in defense contract spending 
have caused some local unemployment, expansion of 
other industry is expected to counteract this situation. 

Poland, a residential suburb located about 15 miles 
northeast of Utica, has a population of 575. Its eco- 
nomic growth has been moderate but steady in recent 
years. The main industry is lumber manufacturing, 


and in the immediately surrounding area, agriculture 
and dairy farming. 

The charter bank has nine branches in Oneida 
County and five branches in Herkimer County. 
There are nine commercial banks, three savings banks, 
and six savings and loan associations in the Oneida- 
Herkimer trade area operating 47 offices. The char- 
ter bank holds 23.2 percent of total deposits in the 
area, while its largest commercial bank competitors, 
the $155.8 million Marine Midland Trust Co. of the 
Mohawk Valley, and the $3.71.1 million Savings Bank 
of Utica, both headquartered in Utica, hold 22 and 
25.1 percent, respectively. 

The merging bank, possessing about 0.4 percent of 
area deposits, experienced all of its increase in deposits 
in recent years in the category of time deposits and 
public funds, whereas demand deposits have trended 
downward. Its sole office represents the only bank- 
ing facility in Poland. Its closest competitor is a 
branch of Marine Midland Trust Co. located 8 miles 
east of Poland, in Middleville. 

The inability of the mejging bank to offer either 
sufficient credit, or a full range of banking services has 
forced many customers to go to the branch of the Ma- 
rine Midland Trust Co., in Middleville. Consum- 
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mation of the proposed merger will bring to the merg- 
ing bank's service area trust services, farm credit spe- 
cialists skilled in agricultural financing, a larger line 
of credit, and other advantages of full-service banking 
not jjresently available to the merging bank’s customers 
and required for area growth. The merger will have 
no effect on the banking industry in Utica, nor will it 
eliminate any competition between the merging insti- 
tutions. 

In light of the statutory criteria, we conclude that the 
proposed merger is in the public interest, and the ap- 
plication is, therefore, approved. 

October 14, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger betweem Oneida and Citizens 
would have an adverse effect upon competition in 
Oneida and Herkimer Counties as well as the smaller 
area within and around Poland, N.Y. Of the eight 
banks competing in the two-county area, Oneida pres- 
ently holds 42 percent of the assets, 43 percent of the 
total deposits and 43 percent of the loans. It is the 
largest bank competing in this area. Very close to 
Oneida in size is the Marine Midland Trust Co. of the 
Mohawk Valley which holds 41 percent of the assets, 


42 percent of the loans and 40 percent of the deposits. 
Combining these two institutions they hold 83 percent 
of the assets, 83 percent of the deposits, and 85 percent 
of the loans. Moreover they control 28 of the 34 
banking offices in the two-county area — 82 percent. 
This two-county area has a sound economic base sup- 
ported by heavy industry and agriculture, among other 
industries. 

In Citizens’ service area of Poland-Cold Brook-New- 
port. Citizens is the only bank. The nearest bank is a 
branch of Marine Midland Trust Co., located 8 miles 
east. The proposed merger would result in the two 
largest banks in the two-county area becoming the sole 
source of commercial banking services in and around 
Citizens’ service area. 

Moreover, this proposed merger represents a further 
attempt by Oneida to grow through the acquisition of 
other banks and a further step by the urban banks in 
these two counties to acquire the rural banks. Consid- 
ering the size of the remaining competition in these two 
counties, failure to stop this present merger trend may 
result in the present two largest banks in the two-county 
area becoming the only banks therein. 

The proposed merger would have an adverse effect 
upon competition. 


The First National Bank At Moundsville, Moundsville, W. Va., and Marshall County Bank, Mounds- 

viLLE, W. Va. 


1 


BoJiking offices 

jVame of bank and type of tramaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$2, 512, 703 

5 946 175 

1 1 


and First National Bank at Moundsville, Moundsville, W. Va. (14142), which 


merged Oct, 17, 1964. under charter and title of the latter bank (14142). The 

8, 556, 138 


1 




comptroller’s decision 

On July 31, 1964, the $5.3 million, First National 
Bank at Moundsville, Moundsville, W. Va., and the 
$2.6 million Marshall County Bank, Moundsville, W, 
Va., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the former. 

Moundsville, witli a population of over 15,000 in a 
service area of about 23,000, is located on the Ohio 
River, south of Wheeling, in the northern panhandle 
of the State. The service area of the two banks de- 
pends on a mixed economy of industry and agriculture. 


Population and economic growth in recent years have 
been rather static. Although the area is threatened 
with the possible loss of a major employer, its economy 
may receive some stimulus through increased activity 
of several nearby chemical plants, by expansion of the 
mining industry, and by enlargement of existing 
industry. 

The charter bank was organized in 1901. During 
the past 10 years it has not acquired any other bank. 
Other commercial banks operating in the charter 
bank’s service area are the $7.8 million Mercantile 
Bank & Trust Co. and the $3.7 million Bank of 
McMechen. 
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The merging bank was organized in 1881 and has 
experienced a slow rate of growth. Its president is 
now ill, and since there is no qualified successor to take 
the president’s place, a management succession prob- 
lem is present. Although the bank’s owners have been 
seeking to sell their controlling interest for many years, 
the earnings have not been sufficient to attract 
purchasers. 

Since it is evident that the Moundsville area cannot 
support four banks in a prosperous condition, elimina- 
tion of one institution will produce a healthier climate 
for the remaining banks. The resulting bank, able 
to achieve some reduction in operating expenses by 
consolidating bookkeeping facilities and by more ef- 
Jicient use of personnel, will be in a position to provide 
better banking service to the public. Upon comple- 
tion of the merger, the resulting bank will seek to offer 
trust services for the first time. 

Although the two banks are located across the road 
from each other, consummation of the proposal can 
hardly be expected to eliminate any meaningful com- 
petition because of the long standing noncompetitive 


relationship between them. The resulting bank will 
be comparable to the largest bank in the area, the 
Merchantile Bank & Trust Co. Moreover, the pro- 
hibition of State law against branch banking impedes 
competition by preserving i’or each bank an exclusive 
sphere of operation unchalkmged by any other bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

September 29, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Four unit banks presently compete in the Mounds- 
ville-Glendale (West Virginia) service area which is 
common to both participating banks. The proposed 
merger would eliminate presently existing competition 
between the participating banks. It will also concen- 
trate in the three unit banks remaining after the mer- 
ger commercial banking service for an area with a 
population of 23,000. It would appear therefore that 
the merger will have an adverse effect on competition 
in the relevant service area. 


First Security Bank of Idaho, N.A., and the First Security Bank op Twin Falls, Twin Falls, Idaho 



1 

Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj transaction 

i Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$3,865,088 
264,478,563 ^ 
268, 343, 651 

1 1 


and First Security Bank of Idaho, National Association, Boise, Idaho (14444), 

42 ' 


merged Oct. 23, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (14444). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

43 


COMPTROLLER'’s DECISION 

On August 24, 1964, the $263 million First Security 
Bank of Idaho, N.A., and the $3.6 million First Secu- 
rity Bank of Twin Falls applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency for permission to merge under the char- 
ter and title of the former. 

Boise, capital of Idaho and home of the charter 
bank, lies in the southwestern section of the State 
approximately 450 miles southeast of Portland, Oreg. 
The city has a population of about 60,000 persons 
and is the center of a metropolitan trade area con- 
taining 230,000 persons. Although relatively little 
industry has located in Boise, the city serves Idaho as 
the focal point for numerous airlines, trucking firms, 
and railroads so that it has been able to draw on 
surrounding areas of Idaho for its economic support. 
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While Idaho emphasizes agriculture and related ac- 
tivities such as the production of livestock, it has, in 
common with its neighbor States, an abundance of 
natural resources that augments its diversified agri- 
cultural economy. 

Twin Falls, home of the merging bank, is located 
135 miles southeast of Boise. It has a population of 
21,000 persons and serves a trade area of nearly 
45,(X)0 persons living in the south central section of 
the State. As in the rest of the State, agriculture and 
related activities comprise the main economic pur- 
suit in the area and, in addition, a number of food 
pr<x:essing plants provide employment. The liveli- 
hood of about one-fourth of the population is based 
on either the production or processing phases of such 
agricultural activities. 
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Both the charter and merging banks are controlled 
by the First Security Corp. of Utah, an interstate bank 
holding company with extensive interests in the Rocky 
Mountain area. The charter bank had attempted to 
branch into Twin Falls in the late 1950’s, but the 
banks already openiting there took advantage of the 
anticompetitive Idaho “consent” law, since repealed, 
to deny it access. In order to have a presence in the 
city, the interests behind the charter bank arranged 
the organization of the merging bank in 1959. Under 
State law, however, the merging bank was forced to 
wait 5 years before participating in any merger. In 
the interim the two banks have worked very closely, 
with the charter bank handling the vast majority of 
business unable to be carried by the merging bank, 
so that in effect the applicants have functioned as 
affiliates and do not compete with each other. 

The charter bank is a statewide system operating 
42 branches. Its largest competitors are the $283 
million Idaho First National Bank, which operates 
40 branches throughout the State, and the $90 million 
Bank of Idaho, which also operates branches through- 
out the State. 

The merging bank, which has only 10 percent of 
the community’s total loans and 7.5 percent of its 
total deposits, is by far the smallest of the three in 
Twin Falls, The other two banks are nearly equal 
in size, one being a $20 million institution and the 
other a $24 million institution. Nonbank financial 
institutions are also active in Twin Falls, with savings 
and loan associations, insurance companies, credit 
unions, and various Federal lending agencies located 
there. 

In attempting to meet the needs of the community, 
the merging bank has concentrated on supplying 
credit, since its small size prohibits it from offering 
such other important items as a trust department or 
automated customer services. While it has found a 
strong desire in the area for credit in the categories of 
farmer loans, real estate loans, and consumer loans 
that has not been met by the other two banks, it has 
been unable to attract a sufficient amount of deposits 
to enable it to meet this demand and expand its 
activities further. As a result of the failure to attract 
more deposits, the merging bank has had to sell a 
substantial dollar amount of commercial and real estate 
loans. The loan demand on the merging bank, how- 
ever, is indicative that residents of Twin Falls recog- 
nize that it is attempting to serve the community 
better than its competitors. Taking into account the 
close relation between the applicants, there is little 
doubt that the policies of the merging bank will be 


continued and that the charter bank’s resources will 
enable it to meet more adequately all the demands 
made on it. Additionally, the charter bank will offer 
many services new to the community such as an active 
trust department and automation of its accounts. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will have a 
minimal effect on the Idaho banliing structure since 
the charter bank will gain little more than 1 percent 
in assets and only one new branch. Only in Twin Falls 
will the banking structure be altered significantly and 
there the change will benefit the community. While 
one small bank will be eliminated, a branch of a bank 
more suited to offering services needed by the 45,000 
persons living in the area will replace it. At the same 
time, the remaining two banks have lending limits 
sufficiently large to meet the credit needs of the com- 
munity without strain and they are so well-established 
that they may anticipate little, if any, shifting of ac- 
counts to the charter bank. Twin Falls is an expand- 
ing community, however, and needs the full banking 
services as well as the stimulus for competition that can 
be expected from the charter bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this application, 
we conclude that it is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

October 19, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Security Bank, Idaho’s second largest with deposits 
of over $235 million, operates 42 banking offices, 7 of 
which have been acquired since 1952 with deposits of 
over $27 million. In addition, it has two branches 
approved but not yet opened and its application to 
purchase the Farmers Bank, Kendrick, Idaho, was 
approved by the Comptroller of the Currency on 
August 19, 1964. 

Twin Falls Bank is located in Twin Falls, about 14 
miles distant from the closest branch of Security Bank. 
Deposits of Twin Falls Bank total $3.2 million. 

There is a small amount of direct competition be- 
tween the participating banks. However, the chief 
competition of Twin Falls Bank is from Fidelity Na- 
tional Bank and Twin Falls Bank & Trust Co. which 
will hereafter compete with the second largest bank in 
Idaho, the total deposits of which exceed by more than 
10 times the total deposits held by either of them. 

Security Bank has 31.5 percent of all Idaho bank 
deposits and 29 percent of the banking offices in the 
State. The 3 largest banks in Idaho have 76.6 percent 
of the total deposits of all Idaho banks and 93 of the 
139 banking offices in the State. Since 1952, these 3 
banks have acquired 18 banks with 22 banking offices. 
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While each acquisition of a small bank, considered 
separately, may not necessarily result in a substantial 
lessening of competition, the cumulative effect of a 
series of small acquisitions, of which the present is an 


example, must inevitably be substantially adverse. 
Thus, any further acquisition by Security Bank involves 
an adverse competitive effect and a tendency toward 
monopoly. 


The Fidelity National Bank, Lynchburg, Va., and the Bank of Appomattox, Appomattox, Va. 




I Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


1 83, 948, 099 

78,109,431 

2 



13 


merged Oct. 24, 1964, under charter and Title of the latter bank (1522). The 

81,778, 300 

15 




comptroller’s decision 

On August 5, 1964, the $75 million Fidelity National 
Bank, Lynchbuig, Va., and the $3,8 million Bank of 
Appomattox, Appomattox, Va., applied to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency for permission to merge under 
the charter and with the title of the former. 

Lynchburg, with a population of about 58,000, is the 
central city in a 4-county area of 150,000, and is situ- 
ated in the Piedmont region of west central Virginia. 
Located in the metropolitan area of Lynchburg are 
branches of several national manufacturing and re- 
search organizations. In addition, the local economy 
is supplemented by a mixture of light manufactur- 
ing concerns and agriculture. A number of institu- 
tions of higher learning also play a role in the Lynch- 
burg area economy. 

The charter bank has 12 branches operating within 
the Piedmont region. Among the bank’s competitors 
are the First & Merchants National Bank, the largest 
statewide bank; the National Trust & Savings Bank, 
affiliated with the United Virginia Bankshares, a state- 
wide bank holding company; and two branches of the 
First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, which is 
active throughout southwest Virginia. There are, in 
all, eight banks located in the Lynchburg service area. 

Appomattox, population 1,184, is an agricultural 
community located 22 miles east of Lynchburg. The 
community has had a negligible population increase 
during the past decade. Its unemployment rate is 1 
percent higher than the State average, while median 
family income is about $1,500 below the State average. 
The industry in the community consists solely of chil- 
dren’s apparel manufacturing and a pipeline pumping 
station. 
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The merging bank, with one branch, is smaller than 
its chief competitor in the community, the Farmers 
National Bank of Appomattox. Situated in the merg- 
ing bank’s service area is the Pamplin branch of the 
First National Bank of Farmville. 

A variety of problems plague the meiging bank, 
including management succession, declining earnings 
and limited financial ability to offer full banking serv- 
ices to its customers. Its inability to compete effectively 
in the Appomattox area makes the continued existence 
of the bank as an independent entity economically 
unfeasible. The credit and trust departments of the 
charter bank will make available to customers in Appo- 
mattox services not currently offered by either of the 
local banks. The merger will provide an additional 
base of operations for the charter bank and will permit 
it to aid in the stabilization and growth of the Appo- 
mattox area’s agricultural economy. 

Because the service areas of the two banks do not 
overlap, consummation of the proposed merger will 
neither diminish competition nor serve to promote 
banking monopoly in the area. On the contrary, com- 
petition with the larger statewide banking institutions 
will be enhanced through the availability of new serv- 
ices and laiger lines of credit . 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed mer- 
ger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

October 20, 1964. 

summary of report by attorney general 

The Fidelity National Bank, Lynchburg, Va., had, 
as of June 30, 1964, assets of $75,165,000, deposits of 
$67,321,000, loans and discounts of $53,123,000, and 
capital accounts of $5,364,000. Its principal office is 
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located in Lynchburg, Va., and it has 12 branch offices. 

The Bank of Appomattox, Appomattox, Va., had, as 
of June 30, 1964, assets of $3,820,000, deposits of 
$3,374,000, loans and discounts of $2,125,000, and cap- 
ital accounts of $324,000. Its main office is located in 
Appomattox, Va., 22.7 miles east of the main office 
of the Fidelity National Bank. It operates one branch 
office in Appomattox. 

The application states that neither bank “considers” 
the other to be a “direct competitor to any significant 
degree.” The application does not, however, present 
any supporting data with respect to the volume of de- 
posits or loans obtained by either bank in the service 


area of the other. The application does concede “some 
overlap in the service areas” and it appears that there 
may be substantial competition between the banks 
which would be eliminated if the merger were con- 
summated. 

The proposed merger would materially increase con- 
centration in commercial banking in the area serviced 
by the Merging Bank and would have an adverse ef- 
fect upon competition in the service area of the result- 
ing bank. Further, the proposed merger eliminates 
one more independent bank, and the cumulative ef- 
fect of supplanting small independent banks by con- 
solidations and mergers renders this proposal adverse. 


« » 


The Lancaster County Farmers National Bank, Lancaster, Pa., and the Christiana National Bank, 

Christiana, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation \ 

To be 
operated 


$2, 636, 838 
' 95, 940, 893 

^ 98, 577,731 

1 


and Lancaster County Farmers National Bank, Lancaster, Pa. (683), which 

11 


merged Oct. 27, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (683). The 

12 




comptroller’s decision 

On July 28, 1964, the $94.7 million Lancaster 
County Farmers National Bank, Lancaster, Pa., and 
the $2.5 million Christiana National Bank, Christiana, 
Pa., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permission to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the former. 

Lancaster, seat of Lancaster County, has a popula- 
tion of about 62,000 in a county with a population of 
about 278,000. It is an industrially diversified city 
located in the southeastern part of the State. Numer- 
ous nationally known manufacturing companies con- 
tribute substantially to the local economy, which is 
supplemented by prosperous farming throughout the 
county. Although economic growth in this section 
has not been rapid, the area enjoys a high level of 
employment. The city’s future appears promising 
with the development of new industrial parks and the 
rehabilitation of the downtown area through urban 
renewal. 

Christiana is a small fanning community of about 
1,100 located about 20 miles east of Lancaster. The 
community serves the surrounding agricultural areas 


but depends primarily on employment in Lancaster 
for economic support. 

The charter bank, largest bank in Lancaster County, 
operates 1 1 offices located throughout the county. It 
is a full-service bank under the direction of aggressive, 
competent management. Its competitors are the $72.1 
million Fulton National Bank of Lancaster operating 
6 branches, the $46.5 million Conestoga National 
Bank of Lancaster operating 2 branches, and about 22 
other commercial banks scattered throughout the 
county. The single-office merging bank is the only 
bank in Christiana and the smallest bank in Lancaster 
County. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will allow 
expanded and more efficient banking services in the 
merging bank’s service area, including trust services, 
installment credit, and the services of agricultural spe- 
cialists. In addition, the acute management problem 
occasioned by the retirement of the merging bank’s 
cashier will be met through the charter bank’s pool of 
young and well-trained personnel. 

Because of the distance between the applicant 
banks, there is little competition between them. The 
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merger will not affect the competitive banking struc- 
ture in Lancaster nor adversely affect other banks ac- 
tive in and around the merging bankas service area. 
Accordingly, the effect of the merger on competition 
will not be adverse. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, approved. 

October 23, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger of Lancaster County Farmers 
National Bank (LCFNB) and The Christiana Na- 
tional Bank will provide another outlying branch for 
the largest bank in Lancaster County. This merger 
will increase the already high degree of concentration 
in and around the city of Lancaster, where the two 
largest banks have about 55 percent of the banking 
assets, the three largest about 73 percent, and the four 
largest about 80 percent. 

LCFNB was formed in 1963 by the merger of what 


were, at that time, Lancaster’s second and fourth larg- 
est banks. Prior mergers had provided several other 
branches for LCFNB’s predecessor. Fulton National 
Bank of Lancaster, the second largest bank, has also 
grown significantly by mergers and acquisitions within 
the past decade. We reported with respect to Fulton 
Bank’s most recent merger in 1963 that it appeared 
obvious that it was “engagt^d in a program to achieve a 
countywide system of branches through the acquisition 
of outlying banks” and that “unless checked, this trend 
begun by Fulton will short ly induce the other Lancas- 
ter banks to attempt similar moves to acquire outlying 
unit banks in the county . . The merger which 
produced LCFNB followed shortly thereafter. 

This proposed merger between LCFNB and Chris- 
tiana Bank is one more step in this trend to concentra- 
tion in banking in the Lsmcaster area. If the trend 
continues, the existence of independent unit banking in 
this area is clearly endangered. Accordingly, we con- 
clude that the proposed merger will have serious 
adverse effects on competition. 


Calhoun State Bank, Homer, Mich., and City Bank & Trust Co., National Association, Jackson, Mich. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$3, 944, 140 

100, 000, 237 

103, 944, 377 

1 


and City Bank & Trust Co., National Association, Jackson, Mich. (15367), 

8 


consolidated Nov. 5, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (15367). 
The consolidated bank at the date of consolidation had 

9 


comptroller’s decision 

On August 31, 1964, the $100.9 million City Bank & 
Trust Co., National Association, Jackson, Mich., and 
the $3.7 million Calhoun State Bank, Homer, Mich., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency to con- 
solidate under the charter and with the title of the 
former. 

Jackson, with an urban population slightly in excess 
of 50,000 and an area population of 125,000, is located 
75 miles west of Detroit in south central Michigan. 
Situated in the so-called “Industrial Corridor” between 
Detroit and Chicago, the city is served by the Michigan 
Central Division of the New York Central Railroad 
and is located at the intersection of two principal high- 
ways. Although it is a terminal and distribution 
center, Jackson is primarily an industrial city. Sup- 


pliers for the automobile industry find the proximity 
to Detroit a natural advantage for their plant sites, 
with the result that several major tire, transmission, 
iron, and other related industries provide strong sup- 
port for the Jackson economy and the economy of 
nearby Albion, site of a branch of the charter bank. 
Until very recent years, the automobile industry has 
been considered cyclical and to counter the ups and 
downs inherent in such an industry, other types of 
manufacturing have been encouraged. Makers of 
electronics, appliances, air-conditioning and hydraulics, 
among others, have located in Jackson and have con- 
siderably lessened the area’s dependence on the auto- 
mobile industry. Further diversification is provided 
by Consumers Power Co.,, which serves most of Michi- 
gan outside the Detroit area, and which has its head 
office in Jackson. A discjuieting factor is the nominal 
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decrease in the city's population over the past 10 years, 
but a sharp increase in the population of Jackson 
County indicates that people have seemingly chosen to 
live in less congested surroundings while working and 
trading in the urban center. The general economic 
outlook for Jackson and the area it serves is favorable. 

Homer, Vvith a population of 16,000, is located 21 
miles southwest of Jackson, Although there are a few 
local industries, the economy is primarily agiicultural. 
Farms in the Homer area are of good quality and in- 
come per farm family is larger than in many other areas 
in Michigan. Rapid growth is not forecast for Flomer, 
but as residents who work outside the village are in- 
creasingly attracted to living in Homer, pros}>ects for 
steady growth are good. 

The charter bank began branching in 1952 and now 
has seven branches in Jackson and Albion, with eight 
approved and under construction. The $72.2 million 
National Bank of Jackson, with seven branches, also 
operates in Jackson. In nearb)' Marshall, the large 
Michigan National Bank operates a progressive branch 
whose assets are estimated at more than $22 million. 
The $5.6 million Bank of Albion, a single office bank, 
is the only competitor of the charter bank’s Albion 
branch. In the area and region of the charter bank, 
competition comes from numerous commercial banks 
ranging in size from the main office of the $718.4 
million Michigan National Bank, in Lansing, to the 
$1.7 million Springport State Savings Bank, Spring- 
port, Mich. 

Calhoun State Bank serves Homer as a single-office 
bank. Ten other banks in surrounding towns from 8- 
to 2 1 -miles distance from Homer, offer alternative 
sources of banking to the Homer public but they do not 
actively compete with the consolidating bank. This 
Bank, established in 1902, has served its community to 
the limit of its ability. Approximately 60 percent of 
its deposits of $3.2 million, is loaned out. A heavy 
demand for mortgage loans is reflected in the fact that 
this type of loan accounts for over 50 percent of the 
bank’s total loans. The consolidated school system of 
Homer has heavier loan requirements, as do some other 
local applicants for loans, than the limited capital and 
deposits permit the consolidating bank to make. 
Therefore, arrangements have, of necessity, been made 
\vith larger banks in the area, outside Homer, With 
no branches, no trust powers and limited deposits, the 
bank’s operations are severely limited. 

Although the capital and deposits limitations of the 
consolidating bank inhibit effective response to finan- 
cial demands in the Flomer area, the bank’s most im- 
mediately severe problem is management succession. 

779 - 563—65 11 


Active management lies with the executive vice presi- 
dent, who is nearing retirement age, is in poor health 
and is consequently unable to bear any longer the bur- 
den of bank leadership. There are no other employ- 
ees in the bank who are qualified to serve in a manage- 
ment capacity. With no prospects of recruiting pro- 
gressive management personnel from the outside, the 
serious management problem is reaching crisis propor- 
tions in Homer. In contrast, the charter bank has 
been marked by its fine and extensive management, as 
reflected in its increase from a $5 million bank in 1933 
to a $100 million bank at the present time, its consistent 
offering of new services and its new computer system. 
In order to keep abreast of modem banking practices, 
which enlarge and change rapidly in our dynamic 
economy, the charter bank has maintained a policy of 
encouraging officers to pursue continuing professional 
education. It is indeed fortunate that a bank with 
this proven management is prepared to take the reins 
from the present executive officer of the consolidating 
bank in order to bring the advantages of modern bank- 
ing to Homer, which, though a small town, deserves 
a progressive bank. 

There is at the present time no active competition 
to the consolidating bank. The areas served by the 
charter and consolidating banks cannot be said to over- 
lap. The charter bank has made little effort to enter 
the Homer market, a fact attested by the few commer- 
cial deposit and loan customers from that area. The 
major portion of both deposits and loans of mutual 
customers, estimated at $50,000 and $200,000, respec- 
tively, is concentrated in two accounts, one of which 
is the Homer school system which the consolidating 
bank is too small to serve adequately. 

The consolidation will eliminate no competition but 
will actually bring more competition to the Homer 
area by challenging the Marshall branch of the Michi- 
gan National Bank, 12 miles from Homer, which the 
consolidating bank cannot do. Further, the addition 
of the resources of the Calhoun State Bank to those of 
the cljarter bank will be so minimal as to cause no 
change in the competitive structure in Jackson. In- 
deed, the addition of $3.7 million in resources will be 
barely perceptible when viewed in light of the $1.6 
billion in total resources of all commercial banks in the 
region in which the resulting bank will encounter com- 
petition. This figure of course does not include the re- 
sources of savings and loan associations, finance com- 
panies, and other financial institutions all active in the 
resulting bank’s area of effective competition. To 
deny the proposed merger, which will materially im- 
prove the quality of banking services in Homer, on the 

153 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 


grounds of concentration in the Jackson area would be 
to ignore reality and consequently to fail in executing 
the congressional mandate to this Office of weighing 
consolidation applications by the standards of public 
interest. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed con- 
solidation, we conclude that it meets these criteria and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

Novembers, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The City Bank & Trust Co., National Association, 
Jackson, Mkh., with assets of $100,909,000 proposes 
to consolidate with the Calhoun State Bank, Homer, 
Mich., with assets of $3,758,000. 

Although there appears to exist little direct competi- 


tion between the consolidating banks, the proposed 
consolidation would eliminate one of only three inde- 
pendent banks in the market area, and would increase 
concentration of banking interests to the point where 
the acquiring bank and one competitor in Jackson 
would control 93 percent of IPC deposits and 95 per- 
cent of the commercial bank loan market. 

The City Bank & Trust Co., which has operated un- 
der a national bank charter only since August 6, 1964, 
has made its second application this year for approval 
of precisely the same proposed consolidation. As was 
previously indicated in the Department’s report to the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 
dated February 25, 1964, this proposed consolidation 
would be clearly adverse to the preservation of effective 
competition. 


Cargill Trust Co., Putnam, Conn., and Hartford National Bank & Trust Co., Hartford, Conn. 


Name of bank and type of transaetion \ 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$8, 561, 750 
587, 874, 261 

596, 436,011 

2 

29 


and Hartford National Bank & Trust Co., Hartford, Conn. (1338), which had. 
merged Nov, 10, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (1338). The 


31 




comptroller's decision 

On September 1, 1964, the $8.3 million Cargill 
Trust Co., Putnam, Conn., and the $594 million Hart- 
ford National Bank & Trust Co., Hartford, Conn., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for per- 
mission to merge under the charter and title of the 
latter. 

The charter bank is headquartered in Hartford, a 
city of 163,000, which serves a trade area of approx- 
imately 850,000 persons and is frequently called the 
insurance capital of the United States. It is a highly 
industrialized city, serving as a trade center for not 
only the State of Connecticut but also for much of 
New England. 

The charter bank presently operates 28 branches 
spread over a wide area of central and eastern Con- 
necticut and actively competes for business in other 
parts of the State. It has approval for two unopened 
branches. The charter bank competes actively with 
four other commercial and four mutual savings banks 
in Hartford itself. Its major competitor, the Connec- 
ticut Bank & Trust Co., operates a total of 32 offices. 


There are 119 commercial bank offices and 71 mutual 
savings offices in the Hartford, Middlesex, New Lon- 
don, and Litchfield County areas. 

The main office of the merging bank is located in 
Putnam, a community of 8,400 which is 42 miles to 
the northeast of Hartford in the extreme northeast 
comer of the State. The; area surrounding Putnam 
is devoted to agriculture and the town serves as a 
trading center. The primary industry however, has 
traditionally been the manufacture of textiles. Fol- 
lowing World War II, many of the mills moved to the 
South and this, coupled with the disastrous flood of 
1955 dealt a severe blow to the economy of the area. 
Lately, this has shown signs of recovery, due in part 
to State and Federal aid programs. The entrance 
into the community of the charter bank will provide 
added stimulus to the economic recovery of Putnam 
and the surrounding area. 

The Cargill Tmst Co. competes with the Citizens 
National Bank, an $8 million institution situated 
directly across the street from it and, in a limited 
degree, with the Coimty Bank & Trust Co. and a 
branch of Connecticut Bank & Trust Co., both located 
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in Danielson, 8 miles south of Putnam. There is also 
one savings bank in each community. The Cargill 
Trust Co. operates one branch, located 6 miles north 
of its main office in North Grosvenordale. 

There is no competition between the merging banks, 
the nearest offices being 26 miles apart. Any loans 
made in Putnam by the charter bank have been of a 
size or nature that would have precluded the smaller 
bank. The primary effect of this merger will be con- 
fined to Putnam which should gain substantially by 
the presence of a larger bank. The resulting bank 
will be far better able to handle the local financial 
needs and there will be a fund of expertise to aid 
Putnam in its rejuvenation. Moreover, the manage- 
ment succession problem of the merging bank will be 
solved. Cargill Trust Co.’s home town competitor. 
Citizens National Bank, has been successful to date 
and there is no reason why it should not remain so 
in the face of this merger. 

In balancing the factors of this application in light 
of the statutory criteria, it is found to be in the public 
interest and the application is, therefore, approved. 
Novembers, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Hartford National Bank & Trust Co. is the largest 
bank in the State of Connecticut, operating offices 


which serve 50 percent of the State’s population and 
66 percent of all manufacturing establishments. It 
had assets as of June 30, 1964, exceeding $594,206,000, 
deposits of $511,341,000, and loans and discounts of 
$288,713,000. 

Cargill Trust Co. operates two offices in Putnam and 
North Grosvenordale in the northeastern comer of 
Connecticut. Cargill has total resources of $8,341,- 
000, deposits of $7,755,000 and loans and discounts 
of $3,778,000. 

In the area where Cargill operates, two other small, 
independent banks. Citizens National Bank of Putnam 
(whose head office is directly across the street from 
Cargill) and County Bank & Trust of Danielson, with 
resources of $8 million and $1,600,000, respectively, 
and the Danielson branch office of Connecticut Bank 
& Trust, the State’s second largest bank, only slightly 
smaller than Hartford, compete. 

The proposed acquisition, viewed in the light of 
Hartford National’s history of acquisitions, the merger 
trend in Connecticut generally, Hartford’s initial at- 
tempt to acquire the two banks in Putnam, and Con- 
necticut Bank & Trust’s proposal to acquire the other 
Putnam bank should this acquisition be approved, can 
only be considered as having seriously adverse effects 
on competition in commercial banking. We view 
with concern this proposal and the probable competi- 
tive effects flowing from its approval. 


The Guilford Trust Co., Guilford, Conn., and the Second National Bank of New Haven, New Haven, 

Conn. 



j 

Banking offices 

Nojne oj bank and type oj transaction 

1 otal assets \ 

i 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$6,911,120 

117,886, 797 

124, 816, 331 

2 


and the Second National Bank of New Haven, New Haven, Conn. (227), 

10 


merged Nov. 16, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (227). The 

12 

i 




comptroller’s decision 

On September 8, 1964, the $115 million Second 
National Bank of New Haven, New Haven, Conn., and 
the $6.8 million Guilford Trust Co., Guilford, Conn., 
applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for po*- 
mission to merge under the charter and with the title 
of the former. 


The charter bank and 6 of its 10 branch offices are 
situated in New Haven. With a population of 151,400 
and a service area of 270,000, it is the third largest 
city in Connecticut. The economic base of the New 
Haven area is mixed industrial-residential, with a wide 
variety of small industries. New Haven is the site of 
one of the country’s first large-scale urban renewal pro- 
grams which is providing stimulus to the area’s expand- 
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ing economy. Yale University, New Haven’s largest 
single employer, is a strong, stable support of the 
economy. 

Guilford, 15 miles east of New Haven on Long 
Island Sound, has a population of 9,000 and serves an 
area estimated at 39,000, including the towns of Bran- 
ford, North Branford, Durham, and Madison. The 
larger New Haven banks have entered the towns sur- 
rounding Guilford and applications for other new 
branches in the area are presently under consideration. 

Because of the distance between the applicant banks, 
there is virtually no existing competition between them. 
The Second National is the correspondent bank of 
Guilford Trust and occasionally participates in loans 
with them. The entrance of Second National into the 
area will provide more effective competition for the 
$195 million First New Haven National Bank and the 
$108 million Union & New Haven Trust Co., banks 
which have penetrated the area around Guilford by 
merger and plan in the future to open de novo branches 
in the area. It is therefore appparent that the effect 
of the proposed merger on the competitive structure 
of the area banking community will be as a stimulant 
to competition. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed mer- 
ger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

November 3, 1964. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Second National Bank of New Haven, New Ha- 
ven, Conn., proposed to acquire by merger the Guil- 
ford Trust Go., Guilford, Conn. 

Second National is the second largest bank in the 
New Haven area, with total resources of $115 million, 
equal to approximately 24.5 percent of the resources 
of all banks in the competitive area. The three largest 
banks combined control 90 percent of total resources. 

Guilford Trust has total resources of $6,700,000. It 
has been a progressive, vigorous bank. It operates an 
active personnel trust department and maintains a full 
time man on the road soliciting business, both unusual 
in a bank of this size. Second National claims that it 
has only limited experience in insurance and pension 
trust fields and that Guilford Trust’s personnel would 
fill this void, a reversal of the usual roles in banks of 
these categories. 

Guilford Trust is the tyjDe of business the Supreme 
Court had in mind in United States v. Alcoa, 377 U.S. 
271 (1964) when it spoke of the “small independent 
that Congress aimed to preserve by § 7” of the Clayton 
Act. 

The proposed acquisition, viewed in the light of the 
concentration existing and proposed by this and other 
acquisitions in the area, could only have an adverse 
effect on competition in commercial banking in 
Connecticut. 

* 


Western Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, Pa., and Citizens State Bank, Aliquippa, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


S4, 168, 838 

548, 630, 678 

552,799, 516 



and Western Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, Pa. (2222), which 

50 


merged Nov. 21, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (2222). ' 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

51 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 14, 1964, the $507.4 million Western 
Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, Pa., and 
the $4 million Citizens State Bank, Aliquippa, Pa., ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the former. 

McKeesport, with a population of 45,000, is an in- 
dustrial city located 13 miles southwest of Pittsburgh, 
the core of a large six-county industrial area which 
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contains a population of about 2,400,000. The econ- 
omy of the area depends principally on steel produc- 
tion and numerous other manufacturing enterprises, 
many of which are nationally known. 

Aliquippa, population 26,000 is the largest city in, 
and contains some 13 percent of the population of, 
Beaver County. Located 20 miles northwest of Pitts- 
burgh and 33 miles northwest of McKeesport, it con- 
stitutes part of the samej greater Pittsburgh industrial 
complex. 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



The charter bank has grown since 1953 into a lai^e 
metropolitan full-service bank with 37 branches in its 
home county of Allegheny, six in Washington County, 
two in Westmoreland County and one in Beaver 
County. In addition, five branches are approved but 
unopened. Its aggressive policies have made it one of 
the major banks in the Pittsburgh metropolitan area, 
in which it competes with the $3 billion Mellon Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co., operating 78 branches; the 
$1.2 billion Pittsburgh National Bank, operating 68 
branches; and the $406 rnillion Union National Bank 
of Pittsburgh, operating 30 branches. 

The single office merging bank has generated over 
$3 million in deposits since its opening in February 
1963. Its rapid growth has put a strain on its capital 
and has prompted management to seek an arrange- 
ment which would provide adequate resources. The 
merging bank, though well managed, lacks manage- 
ment depth, which in the future will probably present 
a succession problem. The merger will obviate this 
problem by providing the needed management 
personnel. 

The merger will also introduce into the merging 
bank’s service area a bank with sufficient capital re- 
sources to meet the growing credit needs of the area. 
Trust and other services of a full-service institution, 
with emphasis on retail banking, will become available 
in an area which in other respects enjoys all of the 
conveniences of a large metropolis. 

Primarily because of the distance between the main 
office and branches of the charter bank and the office 
of the merging bank, little or no competition exists be- 
tween the two. The nearest branch of the charter 
bank is at New Brighton, which is separated from the 
merging bank’s seivice area by the Ohio River. Con- 
summation of the proposed merger will not materially 
affect the competitive ability of the charter bank vis-a- 
vis the dominant banks in the area. The position of 
the charter bank as third largest among banks in the 
Pittsburgh area will remain substantially unchanged. 
The presence of a large bank in the merging bank’s 
ser\dce area will encourage competition with the large 
metropolitan banks active in and around Aliquippa. 
Accordingly, we conclude that the merger will not ad- 
versely affect competition in the relevant market. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the appli- 
cation is, therefore, api>roved. 

November 13. 1964. 

* 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Western Pennsylvania National Bank is the third 
largest bank in the Pittsburgh area (Allegheny Coun- 
ty), acounting for approximately 10 and 12 percent 
of the commercial banking deposits and loans, respec- 
tively, therein. This area has for many years been 
characterized by an unusually high degree of concen- 
tration in commercial banking, the result to a large 
extent of a great many mergers and acquisitions by the 
leading banks. The top three Pittsburgh banks cur- 
rently control approximately 85 percent of total Alle- 
gheny County deposits while the top four control ap- 
proximately 93 percent. The remaining deposits are 
shared by 18 banks. 

Western itself has been an extremely active partici- 
pant in the area’s consolidation movement having since 
1953 acquired 21 small- and medium-sized banks in 
Allegheny County and the adjoining Counties of West- 
moreland, Washington, and Beaver. The instant pro- 
posal is Western’s third merger in Beaver County in 
less than a year. With Mellon National Bank & Trust 
Co. and Pittsburgh National Bank, the area’s two larg- 
est banks, having acquired or opened branches 
throughout the counties adjoining Allegheny and with 
Western acquiring formerly independent banks in gen- 
erally the same localities, the dominance enjoyed by 
these banks in Pittsburgh is being extended through- 
out the broader area constituting “Greater Pittsburgh.” 

It does not appear that any significant competition 
exists between Western and Citizens State Bank be- 
cause of the number of miles and the Beaver and Ohio 
Rivers intervening between their offices. Nonetheless, 
this transaction will eliminate from Beaver County 
another independent bank which during an existence 
of less than 2 years has demonstrated that it could prob- 
ably continue to grow as an independent although pos- 
sibly not as quickly as if it were part of Western. The 
latter, on the other hand, has not presented any over- 
riding reasons why it should enter Aliquippa by acqui- 
sition rather than by establishing its own branch. The 
continuing elimination of independent banks from 
Beaver County and the rest of the Greater Pittsburgh 
area may make the existence of those independents 
remaining more difficult and encourage their acquisi- 
tion by Western or other of the Pittsburgh banks. 

For these reasons, we believe that approval of this 
merger will have an adverse effect on competition in 
the Greater Pittsburgh area. 
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The Peoples National Bank of Long Island, Patchogue, N.Y., and the National Bank of Lake 

Ronkonkoma, Lake Ronkonkoma, N.Y. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 

The National Bank of Lake Ronkonkoma, Lake Ronkonkoma, N.Y. (13130), 

1 

$15, 536,617 

35, 452, 546 

50, 989, 163 

1 


and the Peoples National Bank of Long Island, Patchogue, N.Y. (12788), 

5 


merged Dec. 4, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (12788). ' 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 


6 


comptroller’s decision 

On September 3, 1964, the $36 million Peoples Na- 
tional Bank of Long Island, Patchogue, N.Y., and the 
$12 million National Bank of Lake Ronkonkoma, Lake 
Ronkonkoma, N.Y., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and title of the former. 

Patchogue, located at the head of Great South Bay 
on the southern shore of Suffolk County, Long Island, 
is a village 60 miles east of New York City. Suffolk 
County, a fast growing, industrially diversified area 
that has tripled its population in 15 years, now has 
860,000 persons. Within the county, two-thirds of the 
residents are employed by a variety of manufacturing, 
commercial, service and construction concerns, in com- 
bination with various government sponsored activities. 
Patchogue, a village of 10,000 persons, with a trade 
area of 40,000 persons, is a residential community. 
The commercial activity in Patchogue serves primarily 
the residents of the village and its trade area. 

Lake Ronkonkoma, 10 miles north of Patchogue 
and also in Suffolk County, has an estimated popula- 
tion of 10,000 persons and a trade area population of 
20,000. It is primarily residential with little or no 
business activity other than the commercial establish- 
ments serving the residents. 

The charter bank, with its five branches, and the 
merging bank, with its one approved but unopened 
branch, comprise only a small part of the 129 banking 
offices and 21 approved but unopened branches in 
Suffolk County. Among the 23 commercial banks 
maintaining offices in Suflfolk County, the charter and 
merging banks rank 10th and 19th, respectively, and 
the resulting bank will rank 9th. Competing with 
them are such major banks as the $1.2 billion Franklin 
National Bank, the $327 million Security National 
Bank, and the $1 13 million Valley National Bank. 

The proposed merger will provide a bank better 
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able to meet the needs and serve the interests of the 
Suffolk County community by providing a broader- 
based institution capable of meeting the general credit 
demands of this rapidly growing community. By 
virtue of this broader capital base, it should be able 
to handle a higher volume of larger loans that may 
well enable it to meet its competition with lower 
interest rates. 

Approval of the proposed merger will have the 
added benefit of freeing one more municipality from 
the outdated, anticompetitive home office protection 
rule that prevails in New York State. Since there 
will no longer be a bank with a home office in Lake 
Ronkonkoma, that village? will be open to branching. 
As an indication of the benefit to a community that 
follows from the lifting of home office protection, 
three banks have indicated an intention to apply for 
a branch office in Lake Ronkonkoma if the proposed 
merger is approved. Thus the merger will actually 
promote competition in Suffolk County. 

Applying the statutoiy criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is therefore approved. 

December 2, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The Peoples National Bank of Long Island proposes 
to acquire the National Bank of Lake Ronkonkoma. 
As of June 30, 1964, the latter had total assets of 
$12.2 million, total deposits of $1 1.1 million, and loans 
and discounts of $5.2 million. It operates entirely 
through a main office located at the village of Lake 
Ronkonkoma, town of Brookhaven, Suffolk County, 
N.Y., and has approval for an unopened branch at 
Faimingville in the same township. 

The Peoples National Bank of Long Island operate 
through a main office at Patchogue, town of Brook- 
haven, and maintains five branches within that town- 
ship’s limits. As of June 30, 1964, it had total assets 
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of 536.1 million, total deposits of $33 million, and 
loans and discounts of $15.5 million. 

Of nine commercial banks having offices within 
the town of Brookhaven, Peoples ranks fifth and Lake 
Ronkonkoma eighth. The Resulting Bank would ad- 
vance to fourth position, well below three much larger 
banks. 

Although the application fails to set forth many facts 
pertinent to competition between the merging banks, 


indicia do exist that each is a significant competitive 
factor, both with other banks in the area and between 
themselves. This competition will be eliminated as 
a direct result of the mei^er. 

Because concentration of banking facilities in the 
area will be somewhat increased and rivalry between 
the merging banks will be completely eliminated, the 
effects on competition resulting from this merger will 
be adverse. 


The First Trenton National Bank, Trenton, N.J., and the Hightstown Trust Co., Hightstown, N.J. 


Name oj bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Bankini 

1 

In 

operation 

offices 

To be 
operated 


$23, 547, 545 
225, 260, 467 

248, 808, 012 

3 


and First Trenton National Bank, Trenton, N.J. (1327), which had 

merged Dec. 11, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (1327). ' 
The merged bank at the date of merger had ! 

9 

12 


comptroller's decision 

In order to prevent the probable failure of the 
Hightstown Trust Co., Hightstown, N.J., the First 
Trenton National Bank, Trenton, N.J., and said 
Hightstown Trust Co. applied to the Comptroller of 
the Currency on October 30, 1964, for permission to 
merge under the charter and with the title of the 
former. 

On October 28, 1964, the Commissioner of the De- 
partment of Banking and Insurance of the State of 
New Jersey certified as to the probable failure of the 
Hightstown Trust Co. It is therefore found that an 
emergency situation exists and with respect to such 


situation this Office must act immediately to prevent 
the probable failure of the Highstown Trust Co. Ac- 
cordingly, the reports of competitive factors provided 
for by 12 U.S.C. 1828(3c) are waived. 

Because of the emergency nature of this situation, 
and in order to protect the depositors, creditors and 
shareholders of the Hightstown Trust Co., the appli- 
cation to merge is hereby approved effective at the 
close of business Friday, December 11, 1964. 

December 10, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

(No report requested — none received) 


First National Bank of Ebensburg, Ebensburg, Pa., and the First National Bank of Barnesboro, 

Barnesboro, Pa. 


! 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

j Banking offices 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$4, 902, 440 

15, 588, 275 
20, 436, 334 

1 

2 


was purchased Dec. i 2, 1 964, by the First National Bank of Ebensburg, Ebens- 



3 


1 
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comptroller’s decision 

On October 12, 1964, the $15.2 million First Na- 
tional Bank of Ebensburg, Ebensburg, Pa., applied to 
the Comptroller of the Currency for permission to pur- 
chase the assets and assume the liabilities of the $4.8 
milKon First National Bank of Bamesboro, Barnesboro, 
Pa. 

Ebensburg, home of the purchasing bank, has a 
population of over 4,000 and serves an area of approxi- 
mately 25,000. It is the county seat of Cambria 
County whose population of 200,000 depends basically 
on coal mining with some support from industry and 
agriculture. 

The selling bank is located in Barnesboro, a com- 
munity of 3,000 situated 16 miles north of Ebensburg. 
Bamesboro is in the center of a large cluster of small 
coal mining villages and is almost completely depend- 
ent upon the production of coal and one garment 
manufacturing company. The area has a very high 
rate of unemployment. 

The amount of competition existing between the 
banks is minimal because they are located 16 miles 
apart separated by hilly terrain with three competing 
banks operating in the area between them. The 
present banking structure in the combined service 
areas of the two participating banks will not be sig- 
nificantly altered by the transaction. The proposal 
will reduce tlie number of banks in this area from 13 to 
12, with the major competition being provided by the 
$15.3 million Cambria County National Bank, Carroll- 
town, the Nanty Glo Branch of the $80 million United 
States National Bank in Johnstown, and the South 
Fork Branch of the $20 million First National Bank, 
Indiana. 

The charter bank will have an increased lending 
capacity which will enhance its ability to attract new 
industry to the Bamesboro and Ebensburg areas. The 
First National Bank of Ebensburg’s future branch in 
Bamesboro will be able to provide the people of that 
community with an improved consumer loan depart- 
ment, a school savings program and greater savings, 
convenience and safety to the banking public through 
the use of electronic data processing and improved 
auditing control. In addition, trust services, which 
are presently not available in the Barnesboro com- 
munity, will be offered by the experienced trust depart- 
ment of the charter bank in the Bamesboro branch. 
The resulting bank will furnish the Barnesboro banking 
public with the generally better and more diversified 
services and the benefits flowing from aggressive 
younger management. 

* 
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Applying the statutory criteria to the proposal, we 
conclude that it is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

December 11, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The purchasing bank is headquartered in the county 
seat of Cambria County and operates a branch in Cres- 
son, 7.5 miles to the east, which it acquired in 1961. 
The only other bank in Ebensburg is a branch of the 
Cambria County National Bank of Carrolltown (9 
miles north of Ebensburg) which the latter acquired 
in 1958. Of the five other hanks operating in the area 
around Ebensburg, one is a branch of the U.S. Na- 
tional Bank of Johnstown (assets of $78 million), and 
another is a branch of the First National Bank of In- 
diana (assets of $19.4 million). Two of the three 
remaining small banks each has assets of only $2 mil- 
lion. The U.S. National branch was acquired in 
1961 while the First National of Indiana merged the 
Union Deposit Bank with a preexisting branch in 
South Fork in 1960. 

There appears to be little or no presently existing 
competition between the Purchasing Bank and the 
Selling Bank which operates one office in Barnesboro, 
16 miles north of Ebensburg. The latter bank is, how- 
ever, the second largest bank in and around Barnes- 
boro, accounting for approximately 15 percent of the 
percent of the area’s deposits and loans. On the other 
hand, Cambria County National has approxmiately 
half of such deposits and loans. 

If this transaction is approved, the Resulting Bank 
would have $20.4 million or 42 percent of this area’s 
banking assets while Cambria County National would 
have $14.4 million or 30 percent. The largest of the 
five other banks in this area has assets of only $3.3 
million. The resulting concentration of assets in the 
hands of the Resulting Bank and of Cambria County 
National may adversely affect the competitive position 
of the other much smaller banks. 

The area around Ebensburg is already characterized 
by a similar imbalance in banking assets among the 
banks competing therein. This imbalance has re- 
sulted to a large extent, from the acquisitions and 
mergers noted in the first paragraph above. Approval 
of the instant transaction may further what thus ap- 
pears to be a steadily developing trend toward concen- 
tration through acquifdtions and mergers. We 
therefore believe that such approval may have some 
adverse effect on competition. 
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First National Bank & Trust Co. of Hanover, Hanover, Pa., and National Bank & Trust Co. of Central 

Pennsylvania, York, Pa. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


530, 166, 156 

165,853, 937 

196,020, 093 

2 


and National Bank & Trust Go. of Central Pennsylvania, York, Pa. (694), 

16 


merged Dec. 14, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (694). The 

18 


j 


COMPTROLLER'S DECISION 

On October 16, 1964, the $29.4 million First Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co. of Hanover, Hanover, Pa., 
and the $157.2 million National Bank & Trust Co. 
of Central Pennsylvania, York, Pa., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency to merge under the 
charter and title of the latter. 

York, with a population of 53,000, is the county seat 
of York County and is located approximately 25 miles 
south of Harrisburg. While the county is noted for its 
agricultural productivity, it is also experiencing growth 
in industrial, commercial and service organizations. 
Its principal industries include machinery, paper and 
allied products, appcurel and related products, and pri- 
mary and fabricated metal products. 

In the three-county area of Cumberland, Dauphin 
and York, where the charter bank operates 16 offices, 
there are upwards of 621,000 people and about 1,000 
industrial plants employing approximately 300,000 
workers. There are 6,000 farms, with dairying, grain 
growing and cattle feeding as the principal sources 
of farm income. 

The borough of Hanover, with a population of 
16,000, is situated 20 miles southwest of York in south- 
western York County. Hanover is one of the thriving 
communities in the area as it is the business center for 
a prosperous surrounding agricultural region. At the 
same time, it has the benefits of a shoe factory and 
many other smaller industrie.s engaged in the manu- 
facture of books, steel products, clothing, and textiles. 

While the charter bank is the largest, by a small 
margin, of the 42 banks in central Pennsylvania, it 
competes with the aggressive $133 million Dauphin- 
Deposit Trust Co. and the $130 million Harrisburg 
National Bank & Trust Co., both of Harrisburg. In 
this area of burgeoning economic growth, these com- 
petitors are pressed to satisfy local credit demands 
which, if unmet, will resort to larger cities with greater 
financial resources. 

or, 


The merging bank is the largest bank in Hanover. 
Its principal local competitors are Bank of Hanover 
& Trust Co., and Farmers Bank & Trust Co., both of 
which have resources of $16 million. 

Because of the 25-mile distance between the merging 
and charter banks, and the absence of significant com- 
petition between them, the anticompetitive effects of 
the merger are not cognizable. 

The merger of the two banks will provide a better 
lending policy and more operating supervision than 
the merging bank is now receiving. The charter bank 
will be able to provide the customers of the merging 
bank with better trust services, capable management 
personnel, and an increase of loanable funds for the 
Hanover area to keep pace with the area’s growing eco- 
nomic needs. 

In balancing the facts of this case in light of the 
statutory criteria, we find that the merger is in the 
public interest and the application is, therefore, 
approved. 

December 11, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

National Bank & Trust Co. of Central Pennsylvania, 
York, Pa. (Central York), is the largest bank in the 
tricounty area of York, Dauphin, and Cumberland, 
with deposits of $136,911,000. It operates 16 banking 
offices in this area. During the past 5 years Central 
York has consolidated or merged with 5 independent 
banks, acquiring 12 of its banking offices in this 
manner. 

First National Bank & Trust Co. of Hanover, Han- 
over, Pa. (First Hanover), is the largest of four banks 
in Hanover, and the fifth largest in York County, with 
deposits of $24,747,000. 

Existing direct competition between the participat- 
ing banks appears limited. 

In York County, where the participating banks do 
most of their business, the 17 banks maintaining offices 
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have total deposits of $440,609,000. Central York has 
31 percent of this total and First Hanover has 5.6 
percent. The resulting bank would have 36.6 percent 
of total deposits of York County banks, a substantial 
increase. Further, a merger of the largest and fifth 
largest banks in York County would result in a bank 
with deposits almost twice the size of those of the 
second largest bank in the county. 


This merger would serve to further accelerate the 
trend toward concentration of bank resources in the 
area, eliminate existing and potential competition be- 
tween the merging banks, and enhance the competitive 
imbalance already existing between the largest bank 
in the area, Central York, and the smaller banks. 
Thus, the proposed merger, if consummated, may have 
a seriously adverse effect upon competition. 


The First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, Roanoke, Va., and the Citizens National Bank of 

Covington, Covington, Va. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


515, 231, 684 

245, 641,387 

260,492,687 

1 


and the First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, Roanoke, Va. (2737), 

20 


merged Dec. 15, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (2737). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

21 


comptroller’s decision 

On October 1, 1964, the $223 million First National 
Exchange Bank of Virginia, Roanoke, Va., and the $15 
million Citizens National Bank of Covington, Coving- 
ton, Va., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to merge under the charter and with 
the title of the former. 

Roanoke, head office of the charter bank, is a city 
of 97,000 in a metropolitan area of about 159,000. 
It serves as the trade center of the entire western 
quadrant of Virginia ranging from the coal mines of 
Appalachia to the tobacco fields of southern Virginia. 
As a major manufacturing center, it produces a wide 
variety of products, chief of which are steel goods, 
furniture, textiles, and electronic equipment. Eco- 
nomic growth progresses at a substantial rate, with 
a resultant unemployment rate well below the national 
average. 

Covington, located about 65 miles northwest of 
Roanoke, has a population in excess of 1 1,000 in a trade 
area of over 70,000. Its economy depends on a diversi- 
fication of industry and agriculture and is experiencing 
steady growth. 

The charter bank is an aggressive, well-managed 
institution operating 20 offices in nine communities 
throughout southwest Virginia. Its growth has been 


in response to the need for a regional bank of sufficient 
size to meet the credit requirements and to aid the eco- 
nomic development of the southwestern part of the 
State. In meeting the need for a southwestern Vir- 
ginia regional bank, the charter bank has come into 
competition with such large statewide banking systems 
as the $230 million Virginia Commonwealth Corp. and 
the $484 million United Virginia Bankshares, bank 
holding companies; the vS450 million First & Mer- 
chants National Bank; and the $410 million Virginia 
National Bank. The charter bank also competes with 
the $55.3 million Colonial-American National Bank, 
Roanoke, and the $41.3 million Mountain Trust Co., 
Roanoke. 

The single office merging bank is conservatively 
operated and has experienced only moderate growth 
in recent years. Since its organization in 1900, it has 
not been involved in any merger or acquisition. It 
competes with the $9.2 million Covington National 
Bank, Covington, Va. 

The continued growth of the charter bank as a 
regional banking system for southwest Virginia is 
necessary if the region is to realize its economic 
potential. At the present time many of the national 
manufacturing companie.s active in southwest Virginia 
must resort to the financial facilities of larger banking 
institutions in other regions because of the inability of 
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the local banks to accommodate these needs. Not only 
will the merger increase the charter bank’s ability to 
participate more fully in the economic development of 
its region, but the merging bank’s service area will 
have available for the first time the financial resources 
of a full-service bank. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will not 
eliminate competition as the participating banks do 
not serve the same areas. The charter bank’s position 
in relation to the other banks in Roanoke and through- 
out southwest Virginia will remain unchanged. Cov- 
ington will henceforth have a branch of a regional 
bank offering broad services. Throughout the entire 
southwest region of Virginia, alternative banking 
services will continue to be offered by numerous local 
banks and branches of the large statewide banking 
systems of Virginia. Accordingly, no adverse effect 
upon competition in the region can be foreseen. 

Appling tile statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is therefore approved. 

December 11, 1964. 


SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

First National Exchange Bank, Roanoke, the 
largest bank in southwestern Virginia, with assets of 
$223 million, proposes to merge Citizens National 
Bank of Covington, a bank with assets of $14,958,000 
and located in southwestern Virginia. Since October 
of 1960, First National Exchange has merged 8 banks. 
The total deposits in these banks at the time merged 
exceeds 41 percent of the present deposits of First 
National Exchange and 13 (or 72 percent) of the 18 
banking offices now operated by First National Ex- 
change were acquired in the same mergers. 

The explosive growth of First National Exchange 
Bank via the merger process and the resultant elimina- 
tion of eight independent banks in the space of about 
4 years is a source of concern from a competitive stand- 
point; particularly so since it contributes to the rapidly 
increasing concentration of banking in Virginia by 
large banking institutions. The approval of the in- 
stant merger would further the trend of expansion 
and concentration by merger. 

It is our view that the effect of such increased con- 
centration on competition is adverse. 


Farmers National Bank of Bloomsburg, Bloomsburg, Pa., and the Miners National Bank of Wilkes- 

Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 


Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

\ In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


S8, 629, 066 

107, 470, 802 

116, 099, 867 

1 ' 

6 


and Miners National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes-^rre, Pa. (13852) which 


merged Dec. 16, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (13852). \ 

7 




comptroller’s decision 

On September 30, 1964, the $8.5 million Farmers 
National Bank of Bloomsburg, Bloomsburg, Pa., and 
the $102 million Miners National Bank of Wilkes- 
Barre, Wilkes-Barre, Pa., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and title of the latter. 

Wilkes-Barre, the county seat of Luzerne County 
and a typical example of Pennsylvania’s economic 
problems of the past 15 years, is 120 miles northwest 
of Philadelphia. The population of Wilkes-Barre de- 
clined 17.2 percent to 63,551 in the decade ending 
1960. The economic mainstay of the county, coal 


mining, employed 63,000 people three decades ago 
and now employs about 3,800. The result of this 
decline is a present male unemployment rate of 7.8 
percent. Attempts are being made to diversify the 
economy through community development projects 
throughout the Wilkes-Barre trading area which 
serves 200,000 people. 

Bloomsburg, the site of the single office meiging 
bank and the county seat of Columbia County, has a 
population of 10,655, which makes it the second largest 
municipality in Columbia County. The town is 41 
miles southwest of Wilkes-Barre. The principal eco- 
nomic factor in Bloomsburg is a newly located textile 
industry which, although it employs mostly women. 
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supplies 3j300 jobs for Bloomsburg alone. Like 
Wilkes-Barre, Bloomsburg is afflicted with a high rate 
of imemployment. 

The charter bank competes with 13 banks in its serv- 
ice area, excluding the Bloomsburg bank. The main 
sources of competition are the $86 million First Na- 
tional Bank, Wilkes-Barre, and the Wilkes-Barre 
branch, of the $186 million Northeastern Pennsyl- 
vania National Bank & Trust Co., Scranton, Pa. The 
proposed merger will have no appreciable competitive 
effect in Wilkes-Barre. 

The proposed merger should benefit the Blooms- 
burg area. Specifically, the resulting bank will be able 
to provide competitive trust services to those residents 
of Bloomsburg who require it. 

On the management level this proposal will pro- 
vide a solution to existing problems. While senior 
management in both banks is good, the lack of depth 
in the management ranks of the merging bank por- 
tends future difficulties. The charter bank is equipped 
at present to supplement this deficiency in the merging 
bank. 

The entrance of the charter bank into Bloomsburg 
by merger will be felt by the $7 million First National 
Bank, Bloomsburg, and the $17 million Bloomsburg- 
Columbia Trust Co. First National, which has a 


progressive loan policy, will receive more competition 
from the equally alert charter bank and the trust de- 
partment of the charter bank will provide competition 
to the trust department of Bloomsburg-Columbia. 

As a result of the merg(jr, competition in Blooms- 
burg should be heightened, with overall benefits to the 
community at large, which needs an economic 
stimulant. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, this 
application is hereby approved. 

December 14, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The proposed merger apparently would eliminate 
no significant direct competition between the appli- 
cants. It will, however, continue a trend toward 
concentration in Miner’s service area and in the State 
of Pennsylvania. It will also add to Miners’ present 
position of dominance in its service area and the entry 
of Miners into Farmers’ service area will create a 
serious imbalance of banking power in Bloomsburg, 
since Miners will control 75,5 percent of total deposits 
and 77 percent of total loans, and seriously threaten 
future competition. We therefore feel that the im- 
pact of the merger upon present and future competi- 
tion will be significantly adverse. 


First National Bank, Wellsboro, Pa., and the Pattison National Bank of Elkland, Elkland, Pa.; the 
First National Bank of Knoxville, Knoxville, Pa.; and the Farmers’ National Bank of Liberty, 
Liberty, Pa. 




Banking offices 

of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

, operation 

To be 
operated 


$2, 978,494 

1, 528, 186 

2, 556, 792 

1 



1 


and the Farmers’ National Bank of Liberty, Liberty, Pa. (11127), with 

were purchased Dec. 16, 1964, by the First National Bank of Wellsborough, 

1 



9, 635, 362 
16, 477, 038 

2 


After the purchase was effected, the receiving bank had 


5 


comptroller’s decision 

On October 1, 1964, the $9.6 million First National 
Bank, Wellsboro, Pa., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency to purchase the assets and assume the liabil- 
ities of the $3 million Pattison National Bank of Elk- 
land, Elkland, Pa.; the $1.4 million First National 
Bank of Knoxville, Knoxville, Pa.; and the $2.5 mil- 
lion Farmers’ National Bank of Liberty, Liberty, Pa., 


under the charter of the former and with the title “The 
Northern National Bank and Trust Company.” 

The four applicant banks are located in Tioga 
County, a mountainous area in northern Pennsylvania 
with a population of about 36,000. The towns of 
Wellsboro and Elkland have some economic diversifica- 
tion as a result of industrial activity but the remainder 
of the county depends primarily on dairy farming. AI- 
through the area served by the four banks is somewhat 
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isolated due to the rugged terrain, easy access to Com- 
ing and Elmira, N.Y., by highway provides retail 
shopping facilities and employment opportunities for 
many county residents. 

The purchasing bank, the county’s oldest and largest 
bank, has been active since 1864. It has not partici- 
pated in any mergers or acquisitions in its history. It 
was the first institution in the county to establish a 
branch office, located in Tioga. Of the four banks 
involved in this proposal, it alone offers trust services 
and a full range of retail banking services. 

Due to their small size and lack of aggressive man- 
agement, the three selling banks are unable to serve the 
public adequately and to promote the economic prog- 
ress of their service areas. 

The executive officers and most of the directors of 
the selling banks have served their banks for many 
years and desire to retire from banking. Lack of suc- 
cessor management and the virtual impossibility of re- 
cruiting personnel to manage these banks constitutes 
a serious problem for them. 

The existence of several very small unit banks of- 
fering only limited banking services to the public frus- 
trates the promotion of industrial and commercial de- 
velopment in Tioga County. Consummation of the 
proposed purchase and assumption of the selling banks 
will vest in the acquiring bank greater resoures to 
accommodate larger credit requests and to otherwise 
improve banking services in Tioga County. In addi- 
tion, consolidation of the four banks into one resulting 
bank will achieve efficiency in operations and person- 
nel, thereby providing for better use of bank capital. 
Further, the resulting bank will solve the management 
succession problem of the selling banks and be better 
able to recruit new personnel. 

All of the participating banks are at least 5 miles 


apart and serve separate communities with the result 
that there is no significant competition among them 
which will be eliminated by the proposed unification. 
Although the number of unit banks in the county will 
be reduced, alternate banking services are available 
from other banks in and outside of Tioga County. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed ac- 
quisition, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is therefore approved. 

December 11, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First National Bank of Wellsborough, the pur- 
chasing bank, was organized on March 21, 1864. It 
has organized and maintains one branch situated in the 
village of Tioga, Tioga County, Pa. Elkland bank 
was organized in 1 896, Knoxville bank in 1911 and Lib- 
erty Bank in 1918, 

All four banks are located in small towns. The 
population of Wellsboro is 4,369, Elkland 2,189, Knox- 
ville 694, and Liberty 269. Each bank serves primarily 
farmers and small businessmen in its immediate area. 

The proposed merger will completely eliminate unit 
banking in three areas of Tioga County, Pa., and sub- 
stitute branches of a bank which, in its own area of 
Wellsboro, has 56.8 percent of the business. The re- 
sulting bank will have no direct competitors, except in 
Wellsboro where the position of a single competitor 
will be materially weakened. 

It appears, therefore, that the proposed purchase 
of assets and assumption of liabilities of the Pattison 
National Bank of Elkland, the First National Bank of 
Knoxville and the Farmers* National Bank of Liberty 
by the First National Bank of Wellsborough will have 
some adverse effect on competition and further a tend- 
ency toward monopoly in the areas involved. 


« « * 


National Community Bank of Rutherford, Rutherford, N.J., and the Garden State National Bank 

OF Teaneck, Teaneck, N.J. 




Banking offices 

Name of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$37. 758, 612 

172, 029, 741 

209, 788, 353 

15 


and National Community Bank of Rutherford, Rutherford, N.J. (5005), 

2 


merged Dec. 18, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (5005). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had. 


1 17 
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comptroller’s decision 

On October 14, 1964, the $172.2 million National 
Community Bank of Rutherford, Rutherford, N.J., 
and the $37 million Garden State National Bank of 
Teaneck, Teaneck, N.J., applied to the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and with the title of the former. 

The applicant banks are located in Bergen County 
in the northeastern part of New Jersey west of New 
York City. The county’s population has grown rap- 
idly from 675,000 in 1955 to about 869,000 at present, 
with an estimated population of 1,165,000 by 1973. 
Because the county is linked to New York City by a 
network of highways and forms essentially a part of 
the greater New York metropolitan area, it serves 
chiefly as a residential suburb of New York. It also 
has highly developed and well-diversified industries, 
which are attracted by excellent roads, skilled labor, 
and proximity to the northeastern markets. Bergen 
County should continue for some time to support resi- 
dential and industrial growth as a part of the greater 
New York City area. 

The charter bank maintains 14 branches throughout 
the southern part of the county. It is a modern, full- 
service institution offering competitively the services 
which a highly urbanized population demands. As the 
second largest bank in Bergen County, it competes 
with 26 other banks operating 55 branches, chief of 
which are the $281.6 million Peoples Trust Co. of 
Bergen County, operating 16 branches, the $110.4 mil- 
lion Citizens National Bank of Englewood, operating 
8 branches, and the $99.8 million Hackensack Trust 
Co., operating 7 branches. 

The single-office merging bank is the eighth largest 
bank in Bergen County and serves the city of Tea- 
neck. Although past growth has been good, absence 
of branches, automation, and a complete line of bank- 
ing services places it at a competitive disadvantage 


with the large Teaneck branch of the Peoples Trust Co. 
of Bergen County. 

If the banks in Bergen County are to participate 
more fully in assisting the county to realize its potential 
and to reduce the dependence of its residents and indus- 
tries upon financial institutions located elsewhere, 
greater consolidation of banking assets to achieve in- 
creased lending limits and greater operating efficiency 
is needed. There can hardly be balanced economic 
development in an area without a corresponding 
growth of banking facilities and credit to meet its 
needs. The consummation of the proposed merger 
will, therefore, serve to advance the well-being of 
Bergen County. 

The applicant banks have neither contiguous nor 
overlapping service areas and, therefore, the proposed 
merger will not have an adverse effect upon competi- 
tion. The merger will not alter the relative position 
of the charter bank in Be;rgen County. It will have 
the salutary effect of promoting competition with the 
Teaneck branch of Peoples Trust Co. of Bergen 
County. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed mer- 
ger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

December 18, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

This merger, if approved, will eliminate any pres- 
ently existing and potential competition between the 
two banks and lead to the disappearance of a finan- 
cially strong and prosperous independent unit bank. 
It would be the second merger of Rutherford Bank 
during the latter half of 1964 and it will unduly in- 
crease banking concentration in Bergen County, N.J., 
enabling the two largest banks to control approximately 
40 percent of all deposits and loans in that county. 
The competitive effect of the proposed merger, there- 
fore, would be adverse. 


* * * 


The First National Bank In Gadsden, Gadsden, Ala., and the State National Bank of Alabama, 

Decatur, Ala. 




Banking offices 

J^ame of bank and type of transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$18, 672, 359 
117, 934, 892 

1 


and State National Bank of Alabama, Decatur, Ala. (14il4), which had 

mereed Dec. 19, 1964, under charter and title of the latter bank (14414). 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

18 


136, 357, 300 


18 
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comptroller’s decision 

On October 5, 1964, the $1 12 million State National 
Bank of Alabama, Decatur, Ala., and the $18 million 
First National Bank in Gadsden, Gadsden, Ala., ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency for permis- 
sion to merge under the charter and with the title of 
the former. 

The charter bank, with 18 offices located in 14 cities, 
operates in a regioja comprised of the northern tier of 
Alabama counties. Decatur, location of the main of- 
fice, is a city of 29,000 persons. It is situated on the 
Tennessee River in north-central Alabama and serves 
as a county trade center. While the economy of the 
surrounding rural area is based primarily on agricul- 
ture, especially poultry raising, Decatur has achieved 
economic balance with a variety of light and medium 
industries, as well as with heavy industry in the form 
of a chemical complex on the banks of the Tennessee 
River. Those activities characterizing Decatur and its 
surrounding area also characterize the greater part of 
the northern Alabama region. Among the other cit- 
ies served by the charter bank, Huntsville is especially 
important. The phenomenal growth of this city over 
the past few years, due primarily to the location of a 
major segment of tliis country’s military space efforts, 
has contributed greatly to the economic renaissance in 
the northern region of Alabama. 

Gadsden, home of the unit merging bank, has a pop- 
ulation of 58,000 persons. It is located in Etowah 
County. 75 miles southeast of Decatur and 85 miles 
northeast of Birmingham. The community’s economy, 
highly industrialized in comparison to the remainder 
of Alabama, and primarily dependent on the steel in- 
dustry, also receives substantial stimulus from agricul- 
tural activities in the rural areas of the county. Indica- 
tive of the economic potential in the Gadsden area is 
the $40 million investment in a new plant recently 
announced by Republic Steel Corp. The cyclical 
swings inherent in the. steel industry present a weak spot 
in the community’s economy, however. 

The charter bank, although the fifth largest in the 
State, is considerably smaller than either of the two 
large Birmingham banks, one of which has resources 
of approximately $500 million and the other of ap- 
proximately $250 million. Both of these banks actively 
solicit commercial and industrial customers in the re- 
gion served by the charter bank and offer strong com- 
petition there. While the charter bank is clearly larger 
than any of the other area competitors on an aggregate 
resources basis, analysis of deposit and loan figures for 
the communities that it serves indicates that its com- 


petitors have larger market shares in the majority of 
locations. 

The merging bank, second largest in Etowah Coun- 
ty, holds slightly less than 25 percent of total county 
deposits and loans but its market share, and that of the 
largest bank, has been slipping steadily since 1950. 
This decline and the concommitant increase in the 
market shares of the smaller banks in what appears to 
be a growing market indicate considerable strength in 
the smaller banks and their vigor in the face of 
competition. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will serve tlie 
convenience and needs of the Gadsden community 
more adequately than at present. The record of the 
charter bank in the introduction of new services and 
banking facilities to customers and the public in its 
area, including among other items, consumer lending, 
expanded trust facilities, drive-in and walkup teller 
windows, and parking accommodations, demonstrates 
its ability and willingness to fulfill its responsibilities. 
The resulting bank’s resources, both financial and man- 
agerial, will enable it to counteract the adverse eco- 
nomic effect flowing from any cyclical downswing in 
the steel industry. Since an economically diversified 
and balanced region will supply the resulting bank’s 
resources, a downtrend in one community’s economy 
will not impair the bank’s resources and ability to meet 
credit needs there as it would a unit bank in such a 
community. In addition, the resulting bank’s lending 
limit, more than three times that of the largest Gads- 
den bank, will provide a community source for credit 
needs heretofore satisfied only by outside funds and 
for anticipated credit needs of the community’s ex- 
pected industrial expansion. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will have 
little, if any, effect upon competition. While the re- 
sulting bank will replace a smaller bank in Gadsden, 
no appreciable change in the strongly competitive 
banking structure is expected. Despite their disparate 
sizes, the Gadsden and Eetowah County banks appear 
to be sufficiently aggressive to continue the effective 
competition demonstrated in the past. In addition, 
three applications have been made to the appropriate 
banking authorities to charter new banks in Gadsden 
since the filing of the present application, thus pro- 
viding furtlier evidence that entry of the resulting 
bank will have no adverse effect upon competition. 

Appling the statutory criteria to the proposed 
merger, we conclude that it is in the public interest 
and the application is therefore approved. 

December 18, 1964, 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

This proposed merger would provide the means by 
which the largest bank in northern Alabama could 
effect an entrance into a heretofore relatively well- 
balanced banking market The smaller bank^ First 
National Bank in Gadsden, is the second largest in 
the five-bank Gadsden market and enjoys about one- 
fourth of Gadsden’s banking business. The larger 
bank, State National Bank of Alabama, is head- 
quartered in Decatur, about 90 miles northwest of 
Gadsden, and 18 banking offices stretching across the 
the northern part of Alabama. State National Bank 
has branches in 11 northern Alabama counties. It is 
the only bank in the State of Alabama which has 


branches outside the county of its main office and is the 
only bank permitted by State law to do so. Were the 
proposed merger to take place, the resulting institution 
would be over 2^ times the size of all of the remain- 
ing five Gadsden banks combined. Such size would 
give the resulting bank a significant competitive ad- 
vantage over the remaining banks in Gadsden, par- 
ticularly since the economy of that city is subject to 
wide economic swings. Thus, the proposed merger is 
likely to increase the concentration in banking in 
Gadsden and to unbalance badly what now appears 
to be an adequately fragmented market. Accordingly, 
the merger of these institutions is likely to have seri- 
ously adverse effects on banking competition in the 
Gadsden area. 


The Scioto Bank, Commercial Point, Ohio, and the First National Bank of Circleville, Circleville 

Ohio 


J^ame oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

Banking offices 

In 1 

operation 

To be 
operated 


5593, 387 
9,526,219 

10, 119, 606 

1 

2 


and the First National Bank of Circleville, Circleville, Ohio (118), which had. 
merged Dec. 29, 1964, under the charter and title of the latter bank (118). 


3 




comptroller’s decision 

On October 21, 1964, the $580,000 Scioto Bank, 
Commercial Point, Ohio, and the $9.1 million First 
National Bank of Circleville, Circleville, Ohio, ap- 
plied to the Comptroller of the Currency to merge 
under the charter and with the title of the latter. 

Circleville, the county seat of Pickaway County, has 
a population of 11,585 and a service area population 
of 30,000. This community, which is located 26 miles 
south of Columbus, Ohio, has a diversified economy 
based on agriculture and industry. Agricultural activ- 
ities are mainly the raising of com, hogs, and beef 
cattle. Industrial activities have considerably ex- 
panded in the area in the past decade with a con- 
comitant residential expansion. 

Commercial Point, the site of the merging bank, 
had a population of 308 in 1960 and is totally de- 
pendent on agriculture for its economic support. 

The merger will not significantly affect the bank- 
ing services offered in Circleville since the addition 
of the half-million dollars of assets resulting from the 
merger will have only a slight effect on the charter 


bank and its position in relation to its competitors in 
the area. The charter banlc receives competition from 
the $5.3 million Second National Bank of Circleville, 
the $6.6 million Third National Bank of Circleville 
and the $5 million Savings Bank, Circleville. 

The merging bank is located 16 miles northwest of 
the charter bank and does not compete for either de- 
posits or loans with the First National. Consequently, 
the merger will not adversely effect competition in 
either bank’s service area. Indeed the merger will have 
a salutary effect on the banking structure of Commer- 
cial Point. 

Applying the statutory criteria to the proposed mer- 
ger, we conclude that it is in the public interest and the 
application is, therefore, approved. 

December 22, 1964. 

SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

The First National Bank of Circleville, Circleville, 
Ohio, with deposits of $8.2 million and loans of $5.3 
million is the largest bank in an area which has 15 
competing banks. First National’s deposits and loans 
are about 17 to 18 percent of the 15 bank totals. 
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The Scioto Bank with deposits of $498,000 and loans 
of $262,000 is the smallest of the 15 banks, its share of 
the total deposits iind loans amounting to approxi- 
mately 1 percent. 

The merger would eliminate the Scioto Bank as a 
competitor and would eliminate the competition pres- 


ently existing between Scioto and First National. 
However, in view of the Scioto’s very limited resources, 
the small amount of business it handles, and the range 
of banking alternatives which will still be open to 
customers, we conclude that the merger would not have 
any significantly adverse effect upon competition. 


The Commercial National Bank of Spartanburg, Spartanburg, S.C., and the First National Bank of 
South Carolina of Columbia, Columbia, S.C. 




Banking offices 

Name oj bank and type oj transactim 

Total assets 

Jn 

operation '' 

i 

To be 
operated 

The Commercial National Bank of Spartanburg, Spartanburg, S.C. (14211), with, 
and the First National Bank of South Carolina of Columbia, Columbia, S.C. 

1 $35, 125, 953 

131, 858, 382 

i 

165,050,102 ' 

9 


24 


merged Dec. 31, 1964, under charter of the First National Bank of South 
C^olina of Columbia (13720), and under title “The First Coinma*cial 
National Bank of South Carolina.” The merged bank at the date of merger 

33 




comptroller’s decision 

On October 12, 1964, the $31.8 million Commercial 
National Bank of Spartanburg, Spartanburg, S.C., and 
the $118.3 million First National Bank of South Caro- 
lina of Columbia, Columbia, S.C., applied to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for permission to merge 
under the charter (jf the latter and with the title 
of the First Commercial National Bank of South Caro- 
lina. 

Columbia, capital of South Carolina with a popula- 
tion of approximately 260,828, has the second largest 
market for exchange of agricultural products in the 
southeast. The city has experienced significant expan- 
sion in its economic development during the past 10 
years as evidenced by a population increase of more 
than 40 percent, postal receipts increase of 120 per- 
cent and department store sale increase of approxi- 
mately 60 percent. There has also been an influx of 
large industries. More than 49,000 persons are em- 
ployed in manufacturing, trade, transportation, fi- 
nance, insurance, and other business activities in the 
area. 

The charter bank, organized in 1933, now operates 
26 offices in 1 1 communities in various sections of the 
State. In addition to Columbia, the other large metro- 
politan area in which First National operates is Charles- 
ton with an area population of 254,758 located in the 
southeastern section of the State. The other towns in 
which First National operates range in population from 


1,587 to41,316. The economy of most of these areas is 
supported primarily by textile manufacturing, diversi- 
fied industry, and agricultural activities. U.S. Govern- 
ment employment is an important economic factor in 
the Charleston and Columbia areas. 

In applying the statutory criteria to the instant pro- 
posal, we conclude that it is in the public interest and 
the application is, therefore, approved. 

December 29, 1964. 

summary of report by attorney general 

This is an application by the third largest commer- 
cial bank in the South Carolina to merge with a sub- 
stantial independent bank in what would constitute 
its largest acquisition. The Charter Bank has an an- 
nounced policy of expanding by merger and it owes 
the larger part of its recent growth to its acquisition 
of eight banks during the past decade. 

The 4 largest banks in South Carolina have acquired 
some 27 banks during the past 10 years. This acquisi- 
tion trend, which shows no signs of abating, has con- 
tributed to the very high degree to which the commer- 
cial banking resources of South Carolina are 
concentrated in the hands of the few dominant state- 
wide institutions. This trend, which we have pointed 
out in prior reports, threatens the continued existence 
of independent banks and their significance as factors 
in competition. 

The proposed merger would eliminate a nine-office 
bank, with deposits of $28 million, as an independent 
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institution. It would contribute materially to the re- 
sources of the Charter Bank. It would also increase 
the competitive disadvantage of several smaller banks 
which now compete with branches of the Mer^ng 
Bank. 

Implicit in this proposed merger is the view that 
there is no future for independent banks in South Caro- 
lina. For if so large an independent as the Merging 
Bank may be acquired by the State’s third largest bank, 
it is hard to see how the many smaller independents can 
be expected to constitute a vital competitive force or 
even to survive for very long. Indeed, the application 


states that the necessary growth of banks “can be ac- 
complished only through such mergers as this” (at 
p. 49). 

In light of the history of bank mergers in South 
Carolina, this proposed m(;rger may encourage still 
further acquisitions and thus aggravate the tendency 
toward monopoly in commercial banking in South 
Carolina. 

For these reasons, it is our opinion that the consiun- 
mation of the proposed mei^er would have a signifi- 
cantly adverse effect upon competition in commercial 
banking in South Carolina. 


The Windsor County National Bank of Windsor, Windsor, Vt., and Vermont National & Savings 

Bank, Brattleboro, Vt. 




Banking offices 

oj bank and type oj transaction 

Total assets 

In 

operation 

To be 
operated 


$5, 659, 651 

44, 284, 550 

49, 964, 477 

2 


and Vermont National & Savings Bank, Brattleboro, Brattleboro, Vt. (1430), 

10 


mereed Dec. 31, 1964, under charter of the latter fc>ank (1430) and title 
“Vermont National ^nk.” The merged bank at the date of mo’ger had. . 

12 


comptroller’s decision 

On November 16, 1964, the $44.6 million Vermont 
National & Savings Bank, Brattleboro, Vt., and the 
$5.0 million Windsor County National Bank of Wind- 
sor, Windsor, Vt., applied to the Comptroller of the 
Currency for permission to merge under the charter 
and title of the former. 

Brattleboro, with a population of 9,000 and situated 
between the Green Mountains and the Connecticut 
River, is the chief trading center of southeastern Ver- 
mont, southwestern New Hampshire and adjacent ter- 
ritory in Massachusetts. The retail trade area consists 
of 60,000 people supported by various manufacturing 
establishments including machine tools, leather, paper 
and wood products. 

Windsor, with a population of 4,000, is located on 
the Connecticut River at the foot of Ascutney Moun- 
tain about 55 miles north of Brattleboro. The town 
serves a trade area of about 25,000 persons located in 
nearby Vermont and New Hampshire towns. The 
largest employers in the area are machinery and rub- 
ber products manufacturing plants and the Vermont 
State Prison. 

The charter bank ranks fifth in size among the bank- 


ing institutions serving the State of Vermont. With 
its main office in Brattleboro and nine branches, the 
bank serves the southern border of the State and an 
area extending northward along the Connecticut River 
to the town of Woodstock, a distance of some 65 miles. 
The charter bank is substaritially smaller than the larg- 
est bank in Vermont, the $103 million Burlington 
Savings Bank, Burlington, as well as the $67 million 
Chittenden Trust Co., Burlington. After the merger 
is consummated, the resulting bank will still be smaller 
than the largest bank in Brattleboro, the $54 million 
Vermont Bank & Trust Co. Competition for savings 
dollars also comes from savings and loan associations 
and credit unions. 

The proposed merger will provide, along with the 
addition of progressive management, many banking 
services for the town of VN^indsor which are not avail- 
able at the present time. These benefits will include 
increased capacity, the initiation of trust services and 
certain financing, such as large participation loans, 
consumer credit financing, business and mortgage loans 
not now offered by the merging bank. 

Applying the statutory criteria to this proposal, this 
application is hereby approved. 

December 29, 1964. 
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SUMMARY OF REPORT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Vermont National & Savings Bank of Brattleboro, 
Vt., fifth largest Vermont bank, with nine branches, 
including one at Windsor, and assets of $44,571,000 
proposes to merge the Windsor County National Bank 
of Windsor, Vt., with one branch and assets of 
$5,021,000. 

The proposed merger would eliminate a small in- 
dependent bank and all existing competition in Wind- 


sor, Vt., between it and the acquiring bank would jeop- 
ardize the ability of a small bank in Ludlow to con- 
tinue to compete effectively, and would tend to en- 
courage a trend toward concentration of banking in 
an area where approximately 25 small independent 
banks continue to function. 

We conclude, therefore, that the proposed acquisi- 
tion would have a serious adverse effect upon 
competition. 
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Table B-1 . — Comptrollers of the Currert£y, by dates oj appointment and resignation, and states from which appointed 


No. 

Name 

Date of 
appointment 

Date of 
resignation 

State 

1 

McCulloch, Hugh 

May 9, 1863 

Mar. 8,1865 

Indiana 

2 

Clarke, Freeman 

Mar. 21, 1865 

July 24, 1866 

New York 

3 

Hulburd, Hiland R 

Feb. 1, 1867 

Apr. 3, 1872 

Ohio 

4 

Knox, John Jay 

Apr. 25, 1872 

Apr. 30, 1884 

Minnesota 

5 

Cannon, Henrv W 

May 12, 1884 

Mar. 1, 1886 

Minnesota 

6 

Trenholm, William L 

Apr. 20, 1886 

Apr. 30, 1889 

South Carolina 

7 

Lacey, Edward S 

May 1, 1889 

June 30, 1892 

Michigan 

8 

Hepburn, A. Barton 

Aug. 2, 1892 

Apr. 25, 1893 

New York 

9 

Eckels, James H 

Apr. 26, 1893 

Dec. 31, 1897 

Illinois 

10 

Dawes, Charles G 

Jan. 1, 1898 

Sept. 30, 1901 

Illinois 

n 

Ridgely, William Barret 

Oct. 1, 1901 

Mar. 28, 1908 

Illinois 

12 

Murray, Lawrence O 

Apr. 27,1908 

Apr. 27, 1913‘ 

New York 

13 

Williams, John Skel 

Feb. 2,1914 

Mar. 2,1921 

Virginia 

14 

Crissinger, D. R 

Mar. 17,1921 

Apr. 30, 1923 

Ohio 

15 

Dawes, Henry M 

May 1,1923 

Dec. 17,1924 

Illinois 

16 

McIntosh, Joseph W 

Dec. 20, 1924 

Nov. 20,1928 

Illinois 

17 

Pole, John W 

Nov. 21, 1928 

Sept. 20, 1932 

Ohio 

18 

O’Connor, J. F. T 

May 11,1933 

Ap‘r. 16, 1938 

California 

19 

Delano, Preston 

Oct. 24,1938 

Feb. 15,1953 

Massachusetts 

20 

Gidney, Ray M 

Apr. 16, 1953 

Nov. 15, 1961 

Ohio 

21 


Nov. 16,1961 




.j 




J Term expired. 
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Table B-2. — Administrative Assistants to the Comptroller oj the Currency and Deputy Comptrollers of the Currency, by the 
dates of appointment and resignation, and native states 


No. 

Name 

Date of 
appointment 

Date of 
resignation 

State 


administrative assistants to the comptroller 




1 

Larsen, Arnold E 

Dec. 24, 1961 

July 1, 19621 

Nebraska 

2 


July 2, 1962 




DEPUTV COMPTROLLERS OF THE CUBRENOY 

1 


1 

Howard, Samuel T 

May 9, 1863 

Aug. 1, 1865' 

New York 

2 

Hulburd, Hiland R 

Aug. 1, 1865 

Jan. 31, 1867 

Ohio 

3 

Knox, John Jay 

Mar. 12, 1867 

Apr. 24, 1872 

Minnesota 

4 

Langworthy, John S 

Aug. 8, 1872 

Jan. 3, 1886 

New York 

5 

Snyder, V. P 

Jan, 5, 1886 

Jan. 3, 1887 

New York 

6 

Abrahams, J. D 

Tan. 27, 1887 

May 25, 1890 

Virginia 

7 

Nixon, R. 

Aug. 11, 1890 

Mar. 16, 1893 

Indiana 

8 

Tucker, Oliver P 

Apr. 7, 1893 

Mar. 11, 1896 

Kentucky 

9 

Coffin, George M 

Mar. 12, 1896 

Aug. 31, 1898 

South Carolina 

10 

Murray, Lawrence O 

Sept. 1, 1898 

June 27, 1899 

New York 

11 ' 

Kane, Thomas P 

June 29, 1899 

Mar. 2, 1923* 

Dist of Col. 

12 

Fowler, Willis J 

July 1, 1908 

Feb. 14, 1927 

Indiana 

13 

McIntosh, Joseph W 

Mav 21, 1923 

Dec. 19, 1924 

Illinois 

14 

Collins, Qxarles W 

July 1, 1923 

June 30, 1927 

Illinois 

15 

Stearns, E.W 

Jan. 6, 1925 

Nov. 30, 1928 

Virginia 

16 

Await, F. G 

July 1, 1927 

Feb. 15, 1936 

Maryland 

17 

Gough, E. H 

July 6, 1927 

Oct. 16, 1941 

Indiana 

18 

Proctor, John L 

Dec. 1, 1928 

Jan. 23, 1933 

Washington 

19 

Lyons, Gibbs 

Jan. 24, 1933 

Jan. 15, 1938 

Georgia 

20 

Prentiss, William, Jr 

Feb. 24, 1936 

Jan. 15, 1938 

California 

21 

Diggs, Marshall R 

Jan. 16, 1938 

Sept. 30, 1938 

Texas 

22 

Oppegard, G. J 

Jan. 16, 1938 

Sept. 30, 1938 

California 

23 

Upham, C. B 

Oct. 1, 1938 

Dec. 31, 1948 

Iowa 

24 

Mulroney, A. J 

May 1, 1939 

Aug. 31, 1941 

Iowa 

25 

McCandless, R. B 

July 7, 1941 

Mar. 1, 1951 

Iowa 

26 

Sedlacek, L. H 

Sept. 1, 1941 

Sept. 30, 1944 

Nebraska 

27 

Robertson, J. L 

Oct. 1, 1944 

Feb. 17, 1952 

Nebraska 

28 

Hudspeth, J. W 

Jan. 1, 1949 

Aug. 31, 1950 

Texas 

29 

Jenmngs, L. A 

Sept. 1, 1950 

May 16, 1960 

New York 

30 

Taylor, W. M 

Mar. 1, 1951 

Apr. 1, 1962 

Virginia 

31 

Garwood, G. W 

Feb. 18, 1952 

Dec. 31, 1962 

i Colorado 

32 

Fleming, Chapman C 

Sept. 15, 1959 

Aug. 31, 1962 

Ohio 

33 

Haggard, Hollis S 

May 16, 1960 

Aug. :5, 1962 

: Missouri 

34 


Apr. 2, 1962 



35 

Redman, Clarence B 

Aug. 4^ 1962 

Oct. 26, 1963 

Connecticut 

36 


Sept. 3, 1962 



37 


Dec. 23' 1962 



38 


Jan. l’ 1963 



39 ! 


July 13' 1964 



40 1 


Sept. L 1964 



41 1 


Sept, l', 1964 








^ Appointed Regional Comptroller of the Currency with headquarters in San Francisco, Calif. 
2 Died Mar. 2, 1923. 
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Table B~3 . — Changes in the structure of the National Banking System, by States, since 1863: number of banks organized, 
consolidated, and merged; number of insolvencies, liquidations, and conversions; and national banks in excistence, Dec. 31, 1964 


State 

Organ- 
ized 7863 
thmugh 
1964 

Consolidated and merged 
under 12 U.S.C. 215 

Insolvent 

In liqui- 
dation 

j 12 U.S.C. 2U 

In ex- 
istence 
Dec. 31 
1964 

Converted 
to State 
banks 

Merged or 
consolidated 
with State 
banks 

Consoli- 

dations 

1 

Mergers 

United States * 

1 5, 466 

678 

209 

2815 

6, 701 

57 

111 

4, 779 

Alabama 

193 

4 

2 ' 

45 

62 ' 

0 

0 

80 

Alaska 

8 

0 

0 

0 

2 1 

0 

1 

5 

Arizona 

32 

1 

0 

6 

21 1 

0 

0 

4 

Arkansas 

158 

1 

0 

39 

55 1 

0 

0 

63 

California 

590 

19 

17 

65 

383 

2 

13 

91 

Colorado 

259 

5 

0 

55 

84 1 

0 

0 

115 

Connecticut 

131 

11 

4 

7 

69 1 

0 

13 . 

27 

Delaware 

32 

0 

0 

1 

18 j 

0 

8 

5 

District of Columbia 

36 

8 

0 

7 

13 

0 

0 i 

8 

Florida 

272 

2 

0 

42 

41 j 

0 

0 

187 

Georgia 

196 

8 

0 

42 

87 

4 

0 

55 

Hawaii 

7 , 

I 

0 

0 

4 

0 

0 

2 

Idaho 

112 

0 

I 

35 

65 

0 

2 

9 

Illinois 

959 

19 

2 

227 

296 

2 

1 

412 

Indiana 

443 1 

14 

\ 

98 

205 

0 

1 

124 

Iowa 

559 ! 

4 

0 

205 

243 

6 

0 

101 

Kansas 

453 , 

6 

0 

76 

198 

4 

0 

169 

Kentucky 

250 : 

11 

2 

37 

110 

7 

1 

82 

Louisiana 

120, 

4 

0 

16 

53 

0 

0 

47 

Maine 

127 

7 

5 

13 

; 79 

0 

1 

22 

Maryland 

155 

3 

10 

17 

! 69 

0 

7 

49 

Massachusetts 1 

380 

37 

6 

28 

207 

0 

9 

93 

Michigan 

346 

11 

3 

77 

1 156 

0 

3 

96 

Minnesota 

510 

8 

0 

116 

192 

1 

0 

193 

Mississippi 

86 

5 

0 

16 

! 34 

0 

0 

31 

Missouri ; 

315 

12 

1 

58 

148 

2 

1 

93 

Montana 1 

203 

3 

0 

76 

1 “76 

0 

0 

48 

Nebraska 

410 

2 

0 

83 

i 199 

1 

0 

125 

Nevada ' 

17 

1 

0 

4 

8 

0 

1 

3 

New Hampshire 

82 

3 

1 

5 

1 23 

0 

0 

50 

New fersev 

431 

48 

11 

59 

1 150 

1 

16 

i 146 

New Mexico 

96 

1 

0 

25 

! 37 

0 

0 

! 33 

New York i 

1,009 

122 

45 

130 

439 

4 

65 

204 

North Carolina 

157 

8 

8 

44 

1 58 

0 

8 

' 31 

North Dakota 

263 

3 

0 

100 

118 

0 

0 

42 

Ohio 

710 

32 

7 

112 

333 

1 

4 

221 

Oklahoma 

775 

12 

0 

85 

454 

1 

0 

223 

Oregon 

150 

'> 

1 2 

31 

102 

0 

2 

11 

Pennsylvania 

1,286 

97 

45 

211 

488 

2 

55 

388 

Rhode Island 

1 67 

3 

0 

2 

58 

0 

1 0 

1 4 

South Carolina 

131 

8 

7 

43 

49 

0 

1 0 

1 24 

South Dakota 

221 

13 

1 0 

93 

81 

1 

0 

: 33 

Tennessee 

217 

8 

0 

36 

94 

2 

2 

75 

Texas 

1,312 

45 

0 

142 

572 

14 

1 

538 

Utah 

44 

4 

0 

6 

19 

1 

2 

12 

Vermont 

85 

3 

2 

17 

29 

1 

6 

27 

Virginia 

272 

' 21 

22 

28 

74 

0 

4 

123 

Washington 

238 

i 18 

5 

51 

136 

0 

0 

28 

West Virginia 

196 

11 

0 

38 

68 

0 

0 

79 

Wisco.nsin 

287 

9 

0 

54 

115 

0 

0 

109 

Wyomin g 

76 

0 

0 

12 

26 

0 

0 

38 

Virgin Islands 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Puerto Rico 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 


* Includes Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico. 
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Table B-4 . — Applications for new national bank charters, approved and rejected, with name of bank and date of approval or 

rejection, calendar 1964, by States 


Appraised Reeded 

Alabama 1964 

City National Bank of Russellville, Russell- 

viUe, Ala Feb. 22 

Florence, Ala Mar. 5 

Capitol National Bank of Montgomery, 

Montgomery, Ala Mar. 27 

Baldwin National Bank of Robertsdale, 

Robertsdale, Ala. (Conversion) Mar. 31 

Shoals National Bank of Florence, Flor- 
ence, Ala Apr. 15 

City National Bank of Birmingham, Bir- 
mingham, Ala May 27 

Muscle Shoals National Bank, Muscle 

Shoals, Ala June 3 

First National Bank of Aliceville, Alice- 

ville, Ala Sept. 3 

Opp National Bank, Opp, Ala Sept. 4 

Lineville, Ala Sept. 29 

City National Bank of Gadsden, Gadsden, 

Ala Nov. 2 

The National Bank of Mobile County, 

Prichard, Ala Dec. 4 

Mobile, Ala Dec. 14 

Tallassee, Ala Dec. 16 

Decatur, Ala Dec. 31 

Arkansas 

First National Bank in Osceola, Osceola, 

Ark. (Conversion) Feb. 22 

Pine Bluff National Bank, Pine Bluff, Ark . May 8 

First National Bank of Brinkley, Brinkley, 

Ark May 12 

Jacksonville, Ark June 3 

Sheridan, Ark July 22 

California 

Riverside, Calif Jan. 14 

Pacific Industrial National Bank of South 

El Monte, South El Monte, Calif Jan. 15 

San Joaquin Valley National Bank, Tu- 
lare, Calif Jan, 21 

Indio, Calif Jan. 21 

Pasaden^ Calif Jan. 22 

Visalia, Calif Jan. 22 

Bellflower, Calif J^. 24 

Fremont, Calif Feb. 1 

Sherman Oaks, Calif Feb. 8 

R^ublic National Bank of San Diego, 

ban Diego, Calif Feb. 15 

Silverlake National Bank, Los Angeles, 

Calif Feb. 15 

Sunland, Calif Feb. 22 

Los Angeles, Calif Feb. 25 

Inyo-Mono National Bank, Bishop, Calif. Feb. 25 

Thousand Oaks, Calif Mar. 13 

Riverside National Bank, Riverside, Calif. Mar. 1 3 

Los Angeles, Calif Mar. 23 

Bakersfield National Bank, Bakersfield, 

CaUf Mar. 30 

Commercial National Bank, Anaheim, 

Calif Mar, 30 

Lodi National Bank, Lodi, Calif Mar. 30 

Concord National Bank, Concord, Calif. Apr. 2 

Santa Cruz, Calif Apr. 8 

Escondido National Bank, Escondido, 

Calif Apr. 21 

Escondido, Calif Apr, 21 

Heritage National Bank, Westwood, Calif. Apr. 23 

Westminster, Calif Apr. 29 

Commercial National Bank of San Le- 
andro, San Leandro, Calif May 11 

Huntin^on Park, Calif May 14 

Whittier, Calif June 1 

National Bank of Whittier, Whittier, 

Calif June 1 


Approved 

California — Continued 1964 

Lincoln National Bank, Santa Rosa, Calif. June 3 

Valley National Bank of Delano, Delano, 

Calif June 3 

Santa Rosa, Calif 

Redding, Calif 

Westminster National Bank, Westminster, 

Calif June 24 

Sonoma, Calif 

Bellflower National Bank, Bellflower, 

Calif July 2 

Mechanics National Bank, Huntington 

Park, Calif July 2 

San Francisco, Calif 

Pacific Palisades, Calif 

Fisherman’s National Bank, San Fran- 
cisco, Calif Aug. 31 


Sacramento, Calif 

Sacramento, Calif 

Sacramento, Calif 

Los Angeles, Calif 

Los Angeles, Calif 

Southland National Bank, Yucaipa, 


Calif Sept. 11 

Fullerton, Calif 

University National Bank, Fullerton, 

Calif Sept. 22 

Los Angeles, Calif 

First National Bank of W'ashington 

Township, Union City, Calif Sept. 29 

Ukiah, Calif 

Pan American National Bank of East Los 

Angeles, Los Angeles, Calif Sept. 29 

Martinez, Calif 

Lakewood, Calif 

Republic National Bank, Los Angeles, 

Calif Dec. 4 

Victorville, Calif 

Commercial and Farmers National Bank, 

Oxnard, Calif Dec. 4 

Bank of Inng Beach, National Associ- 
ation, Long Beach, Calif Dec. 10 

Signal Hill, Calif. 

Santa Clarita National Bank, Newhall, 

Calif Dec. 10 

Imperial Valley National Bank, £1 Cen- 
tro, Calif Dec. 10 


Sonoma, Calif 

Stockton, Calif 

Oakland, Calif 

Visalia, Calif 

Stockton, Calif 

Paramount, Calif 

Los Angeles, Calif 

Los Angeles, Calif 

San Bernardino, Calif 

San Francisco, Calif. 

Walnut, Calif 

LaHabra, Calif 

Lew Angeles, Calif 

Mountain View, Calif 

Hacienda Heights, Calif 

Montebello, Calif 

Modesto, Calif 

Casitas National Bank, Carpinteria, Calif. Dec. 22 

San Pedro, Calif 

San Pedro, Calif 


R^ected 

1964 


June 3 
June 24 


June 29 


July 20 
Aug. 31 


Sept. 3 
Sept. 3 
Sept. 3 
Sept. 3 
Sept. 3 


Sept. 22 


Sept. 29 


Sept. 29 


Oct. 12 
Nov, 6 


Dec. 4 


Dec. 10 


Dec. 10 
Dec. 11 
Dec. 11 
Dec. 11 
Dec. 11 
Dec. 11 
Dec. 11 
Dec. 11 
Dec. 14 
Dec. 14 
Dec. 14 
Dec. 14 
Dec. 14 
Dec. 16 
Dec. 16 
Dec. 17 
Dec. 22 


Dec. 29 
Dec. 29 


Colorado 

Delta, Colo Jan. 3 

The First National Bank of Bear Valley, 

Denver, Colo Jan. 27 

National Bank of Delta, Delta, Colo Feb. 1 

Leadville, Colo Apr. 7 

Colorado Springs, Colo Apr. 8 
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Table B-4. — Applications jor new national bank charters, approved and rejected, with name of bank and date of approval or 

rejection, calendar 1964, by States — Continued 


Approved 

Colorado — Continued 1964 

Wheat Ridge, Colo 

Denver, Colo 

The Western National Bank of Colorado 

Springs, Colorado Springs, Colo May 11 

Englewood, Colo 

The East Colorado Springs National Bank, 

Colorado Springs, Colo June 24 


Metropolitan National Bank, Denver, 

Colo June 24 

Midtown National Bank, Pueblo, Colo. . . July 7 


First National Bank of Southglenn, Arap- 
ahoe County, Colo July 27 

Breckenridge, Colo 

n n-i- 


First National Bank of Estes Park, Estes 

Park, Colo Sept. 3 

Westlake First National Bank, Loveland, 

Colo Sept. 3 


Loveland, Colo 

Grand Valley, Colo. . . 

Pueblo, Colo 

Jefferson County, Colo 

Villa Italia, Cofo 

Westminster, Colo. . . . 

Edgewater, Colo 

Englewood, Colo 

Denver, Colo 


Rejected 
1964 
Apr. 21 
Apr. 30 


May 27 


June 24 


July 17 


Aug. 31 
Aug. 31 


Sept. 10 
Sept. 11 
Oct. 12 
Oct. 14 
Oct. 14 
Oct. 16 
Dec. 1 1 
Dec. 17 
Dec. 18 


Connecticut 

Rocky Hill, Conn Apr. 21 

The Hamden National Bank, Hamden, 

Conn June 24 

Citizens National Bank of Southington, 

Southington, Conn Oct. 12 

The Constitution National Bank, Hart- 
ford, Conn Oct. 16 

Manchester, Conn Dec. 10 

East Hartford, Conn Dec. 17 

District i:J Columbia 

United Community National Bank, 

Washington, D.C Feb. 1 

Washington, D.C Dec. 1 5 

I-loiida 

United National Bank, Miami, Fla Jan. 3 

Port Richey, f la Jan. 16 

Miami, Fla Jan. 18 

Lincoln National Bank of Miami, Miami, 

Fla Feb. 8 

St. Petersburg. I la Feb. 15 

Crestview, Fla. (Conversion) Fob. 22 

Capital National Bajik of Miami, Miami, 

Fla. (Conversion) Mar. 6 

National Bank of Melbourne 6c Trust 

Co., Melbourne, Fla. (Conversion). . . . Mar. 10 

Westchester National Bank of Dade 

County, Dade County. Fla Mar. 13 

The Second National Bank of North 

Miami, North Miami, Fla Mar. 19 

Tampa, Fla Apr. 17 

Homestead, Fla Apr. 30 

Sanford, Fla May 1 

Hollywood, Fla May 1 5 

First National Bank of Princeton- 

Naranja, Princeton-Naranja, Fla May 26 

Ormond Beach, Fla June 3 

Peoples National Bank of Bay Harbor 

Islands, Bay Harbor Islands, Fla June 4 

Port Richey, Fla June 24 

Sunny Isles area of Dade County, Fla June 25 


Approved 

Florida — Continued 1964 

Manufacturers National Bank of Hialeah, 

Hialeah, Fla June 30 

West Palm Beach, Fla 

Edgewater, Fla 

Volusia County National Bank at 

Ormond Beach, Ormond Beach, Fla. . July 31 

University National Bank of Boca Raton, 

Boca Raton, Fla Aug. 18 

First Bank & Trust Co. of Boca Raton, 

National Association, Boca Raton, Fla. 

(Conversion) Aug. 18 

Interamerican National Bank at Sunny 

Isles, Sunny Isles, Fla Aug. 21 

Fort Lauderdale, Fla 

Repu blic National Bank of Miami, Miami, 

Fla Sept. 4 


Orlando, Fla 

Rockledge, Fla 

Cocoa Beach, Fla 

West Melbourne, Fla 

National Bank of West Melbourne, West 

Melbourne, Fla Oct. 6 

Gainesville, Fla 

Fort Lauderdale, Fla 

North Bay Village, Fla 

Highway #441, Dade County, Fla 

Cocoa Beach, Fla 

Brooksville, Fla 

Orlando, Fla 

Fort Lauderdale, Fla 

Unincorporated, Orange County, Fla 

Fort Lauderdale, Fla 

Miami, Fla 

St. Petersburg, Fla 

Edgewater, Fla 

West of Lake Worth, Palm Beach Co., 

Fla 

Pensacola, Fla 

Merritt Island, Fla 

Miami, Fla 

Miami. Fla 

Miami Beach, Fla 


Rejected 

1964 


July 

July 


2 

28 


Sept. 4 


Sept. 16 
Sept. 22 
Sept. 24 
Oct. 6 


Oct. 14 
Oct. 14 
Oct. 30 
Dec. 7 
Dec. 10 
Dec. 10 
Dec. 11 
Dec. 14 
Dec. 14 
Dec. 1 4 
Dec. 15 
Dec. 16 
Dec. 17 

Dec. 18 
Dec. 22 
Dec. 22 
Dec. 29 
Dec. 30 
Dec. 31 


Georgia 


First National Bank of Perry, Perry, Ga. . Mar. 19 

Roswell, Ga May 26 

Jonesboro, Ga May 26 

Tucker, Ga July 2 

The First National Bank of Tucker, 

Tucker, Ga Dec. 4 

Atlanta, Ga Dec. 4 

Roswell, Ga Dec. 14 

Illinois 

First National Bank of Mount Prospect, 

Mount Prospect, 111. (Conversion) Jan. 3 

Pesotum, 111 Jan. 16 

Midwest National Bank of Moline, Mo- 

lincj 111 Feb. 22 

.American National Bank of Champaign, 

Champaign, 111 Mar 13 

North Towne National Bank of Rockford, 

Rockford, 111 Mar 21 

Seaway National Bank of Chicago, Chi- 
cago, 111 May 11 

The First National Bank of Western 
Springs, Western Springs, III. (Conver- 
sion) May 11 

Pekin, 111 May 11 

Community National Bank in Mon- 
mouth, Monmouth, 111 May 26 

Normal, 111 June 4 
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Table B-4 . — Applications for new national bank charters, approved and rejected, with name of hank and date of approval or 
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Approved Rejected 

Illinois — Continued 1964 1964 

Mid-West National Bank of Lake Forest, 

Lake Forest, 111 July 2 

The First National Bank of Lake Bluff, 

Lake Bluff, 111 July 31 

First National Bank of Macomb, Ma- 
comb, 111 Aug. 18 

Pekin National Bank, Pekin, 111 Aug. 31 

Berkeley, 111 Dec. 18 

First National Bank of Oak Lawn, Oak 

Lawn, 111. (Conversion) Dec. 18 

Freeport, III Dec. 31 

Indiana 

First National Bank of Hartford City, 

Hartford City, Ind June 24 

Bank cf Indiana, National Association, 

Gary, Ind. (Conversion) Nov. 24 

Iowa 

First National Bank, Ames, Iowa, (Con- 
version) Dec. 16 

Kansas 

Salina, Kans Apr. 21 

City National Bank of Pittsburg, Pittsburg, 

Kans Sept. 2 

Sabetha, Kans Dec. 10 

Overland Park, Kans Dec. 1 1 

Louisiana 

First National Bank of Denham Springs, 

Denham Springs, La Mar. 27 

Bogalusa, La Sept. 30 

Morgan City, La Dec. 1 4 

Lulii^, La Dec. 18 

Marytand 

University National Bank, College Park, 

Md Apr. 22 

The Old Line National Bank, Rockville, 

Md Aug. 21 

Takoma Park, Md Sept. 10 

Greenbelt, Md Dec. 14 

Massachusetts 

Commonwealth National Bank, Boston, 

Mass Feb. 29 

Harbor National Bank of Boston, Boston, 

Mass June 25 

Michigan 

First National Bank of Wyoming, 

Wyoming, Mich. (Conversion) Jan, 17 

Imlay City, Mich May 1 

First National Bank of Fenton, Fenton, 

Mich June 24 

Grand Valley National Bank, Grandville, 

Mich June 30 

City Bank & Trust Co., National Associ- 
ation, Jackson, Mich. (Conversion)... July 10 

Valley National Bank of Saginaw, Sagi- 
naw, Mich. (Conversion) Aug. 17 

Central National Bank of St. Johns, Ovid, 

Mich. (Conversion) Aug. 31 

Livonia National Bank, Livonia, Mich., 


Minnesota 

East Grand Forks, Minn Jan. 18 

Valley National Bank of Le Sueur, Le 

Sueur, Minn. (Conversion) Feb. 28 

St. Louis Park, Minn May 11 

Lake City, Minn May 11 
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Approved Rejected 

Minnesota — Continued 1964 1964 

Farmington, Minn May 15 

Mankato, Minn Dec. 14 

Mississippi 

First National Bank of Clarksdale, Clarks- 

dale. Miss Jan. 27 

First National Bank of luka, luka. Miss. . Mar. 30 

First National Bank of Greenwood, Green- 
wood, Miss Aug. 18 

Calhoun City, Miss Dec. 14 

First Citizens National Bank, Tupelo, 

Miss. (Conversion) Dec. 30 

Missouri 

The First National Bank of Sikeston, 

Sikeston, Mo. (Conversion) Feb. 18 

Security National Bank of Sikeston, Sikes- 
ton, Mo Mar. 19 

Gateway National Bank of St. Louis, St. 

Louis, Mo May 11 

First National Bank of Annapolis, An- 
napolis, Mo May 13 

Fredericktown, Mo May 15 

First National Bank of Sullivan, Sul- 
livan, Mo July 20 

First National Bank of Malden., Malden, 

Mo Aug. 31 

Kansas City, Mo Sept. 2 

Southwest National Bank of Kjmsas City, 

Kansas City, Mo Sept. 2 

Union, Mo Oct. 12 

Lee’s Summit, Mo Oct. 12 

Sunset Hills, Mo Oct. 14 

Mercantile Trust Company National As- 
sociation, St. Louis, Mo. (Conversion) . Nov. 13 

St. Louis, Mo Dec. 4 

West Side National Bank, Unincorporated 

Area, St. Louis County, Mo Dec. 10 

Aurora, Mo Dec. 11 

Kansas City, Mo Dec. 11 

Montana 

Missoula, Mont Jan. 21 

First National Bank of Eureka, Eureka, 

Mont Apr. 8 

First National Bank, West Yellowstone, 

Mont Aug. 21 

West Yellowstone, Mont Aug. 21 

Conrad, Mont Oct. 12 

Malta, Mont Dec. 30 

Nebraska 

City National Bank of Lincoln, Lincoln, 

Nebr Feb. 22 

Security National Bank of Omaha, 

Omaha, Nebr Apr. 2 

West Omaha National Bank, Omaha, 

Nebr Aug. 18 

Sarpy County, Nebr Dec. 11 

Nevada 

Las Vegas, Nev Apr. 2 

Las Vegas, Nev June 29 

Carson City, Nev July 20 

Carson City, Nev Sept. 2 

New Hampshire 

The Indian Head National Bank of Man- 
chester, Manchester, N.H. (Conver- 
sion) June 30 

New Jersey 

Madison National Bank, Madison, N.J.. . Feb. 1 

First National Bank of Scotch Plains, 

Scotch Plains, N.J Feb. 22 
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Table B-4 . — Applications J or new national bank charters, approved and rejected, with name of bank and date of approval or 
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Approved Rejected 

New Jersey — Continued 1964 1964 

New Jersey National Bank & Trust Co., 


Eatontown National Bank, Eatontown, 

N.J Apr. 30 

Eatontown, NJ May 21 

Raritan Valley National Bank, Edison 

Township, NJ May 27 

Security National Bank, Newark, NJ. . . . May 28 

First National Bank of Moorestown, 

Moorestown, N.J June 4 

North Jersey National Bank, Fort Lee, 

NJ Aug. 21 

First National Bank of Bridgewater, 

Bridgewater Township, N.J Sept. 11 

Englewood National Bank & Trust Co., 


Springfield, N.J Dec. 29 

Springfield, N.J Dec. 29 

New Mexico 

First National Bank of Rio .Arriba Espa- 

nola, N. Mex. (Conversion) Mar. 23 

Valley National Bank, Espanola, N. Mex. May 11 

Las Cruces, N Mex July 6 

Fidelity National Bank, Albuquerque, 

N. Mex Nov. 20 

New Tork 

Clarence, N.Y Jan. 18 

Pioneer National Bank, New York, N.Y. . June 3 

Rotterdam, N.Y June 24 

First National Bank of East Hampton, 

East Hampton, N.Y July 17 

East Hampton, N.Y July 17 

Garden City, N.Y Aug. 18 

First National Bank of Rochester Roch- 
ester, N.Y Sept. 10 

Bohemia, N.Y Sept. 30 

Republic National Bank of New York, 

New York, N.Y Oct. 14 

Brooklyn, N.Y Dec. 29 

North Dakota 

First National Bank of Carrington, Carr- 
ington, N. Dak Mar. 19 

The National Bank of Harvey, Harvey, 

N. Dak July 10 

Ohio 

Tower National Bank of Lima, Lima, 

Ohio Jan. 8 

Progress National Bank of Toledo, Toledo, 

Ohio May 1 

National Bank of Defiance, Defiance, 

Ohio June 1 

Minerva, Ohio . July 10 

First National Bank, Bowling Green, Ohio 

(Conversion) Aug. 31 

The Capital National Bank, Cleveland, 

Ohio (^Conversion) Oct. 19 

Minerva National Bank, Minerva. Ohio . Dec. 4 

The Central Security National Bank of 
Lorain County, Lorain, Ohio (Con- 
version) Dec. 15 

Oklahoma 

Tulsa, Okl.1 Jan. 8 

McAlester, Okla Jan. 14 

Ada, Okla Jan. 16 

Ponca City, Okla. Jan. 20 

Jenks, Okla Jan. 22 

Ardmore, Okla Jan. 27 

Edmond, Okla Jan. 27 

Ardmore, Okla Jan. 27 


Approved 

Oklahoma — Continued 1964 

Edmonds, Okla 

Shawnee, Okla 

First National Bank, Henryetta, Henry- 

etta, Okla Feb. 15 

First National Bank, Sallisaw, Sallisaw, 

Okla Mar. 19 

Nicoma Park, Okla 

Sand Springs, Okla 

Burns Flat, Okla 

Edmond, Okla 

Edmond, Okla 

Edmond, Okla 

Tulsa, Okla 

Tulsa, Okla 

McAlester, Okla 

Oklahoma City, Okla 

Muskogee, Okla 

Oklahoma City, Okla 

Poteau, Okla 


Oregon 

Great Western National Bank, Portland, 

Oreg July 20 

Pennsylvania 

Newtown, Pa Sept. 9 

Provident National Bank, Philadelphia, 

Pa. (Conversion) Oct. 7 

Bala-Cynwyd, Pa Dec. 22 

South Carolina 

Fountain Inn, S. G Apr. 21 

Dillon, S. C June 24 

Barnwell, S. C Oct. 16 

Lexington, S. G Dec. 22 

South Dakota 

Custer, S. Dak Apr. 13 

Tennessee 

First National County Bank, Spring City, 

Spring City, Tenn June 3 

Texas 

Garland, Tex Jan. 16 

Dallas, Tex Jan. 18 

Lubbock, Tex Jan. 27 

Liberty National Bank of Dallas, Dallas, 

Tex Feb. 1 

Lone Star National Bank, Lone Star, Tex. Feb. 7 

Abilene, Tex Feb. 8 

Cypress, Tex Feb. 15 

Neches National Bank of Silsbee, Silsbee, 

Tex Feb. 22 

Canyon, Tex Feb. 22 

Richardson Heights National Bank, Rich- 
ardson, Tex Feb. 28 

South Houston, Tex Mar. 13 

Houston, Tex Apr. 28 

Houston, Tex Apr. 30 

Houston, Tex Apr. 30 

Woodvilic, Tex May 1 

Great Plains National Bank, Amarillo, 

Tex May 11 

Northeast National Bank, San Antonio, 

Tex May 11 

Texas National Bank of Dallas, Dallas, 

Tex May 11 

Bayshore National Bank of La Porte, La 

Porte, Tex May 12 

National Bank of Commerce of Browns- 
ville, Brownsville, Tex May 18 

Texas City, Tex May 18 


Rejected 

1964 

Jan. 27 
Feb. 15 


Apr. 13 
Apr. 13 
June 24 
July 31 
July 31 
July 31 
Aug. 20 
Aug. 20 
Aug. 21 
Aug. 31 
Aug. 31 
Sept. 3 
Dec. 30 
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Table B-4 . — Applications for new national hank charters^ approved and refected^ with name of bank and date of approval or 

rejection, calendar 1964, by States — Continued 


Approved 

Texas — Continued 1964 

Westmoreland National Bank of Dallas, 

Dallas, Tex May 29 


Spearman, Tex 

Olney, Tex 

Houston, Tex 

Jacinto City, Tex 

McAllen, Tex 

Floydada, Tex 

Colonial National Bank of Garland, Gar- 
land, Tex July 31 

Dallas, Tex 

Irving, Tex 

Boeme, Tex 

Dallas, Tex 

Lubbock, Tex 

Lubbock, Tex 

Eagle Lake, Tex 

Houston, Tex 

LaMarque, Tex 

Pasadena, Tex 


RgecUd 

1064 


June 24 
July 2 
July 7 
July 8 
July 17 
July 27 


Aug. 20 
Aug. 31 
Oct. 16 
Dec. 4 
Dec. 7 
Dec. 7 
Dec. 14 
Dec. 14 
Dec. 14 
Dec. 29 


Approved Rejected 

Washington — Continued 1964 1964 

Othello First National Bank, Othello, 

Wash Apr. 22 

Kennewick National Bank, Kennewick, 

Wash May 26 

Renton, Wash July 22 

Bank of Vancouver, National Association, 

Vancouver, Wash July 31 

Ocean Shores, Wash Oct. 30 

Tacoma, Wash Nov. 5 

Highlands National Bank of Renton, 

Renton, Wash Dec. 4 

Central Bank of Tacoma, National Asso- 
ciation, Tacoma, Wash (Conversion). , . Dec. 16 

West Virginia 

First National Bank of West Hamlin, 

West Hamlin, W.Va Apr. 8 

The First National Bank of Belle, Belle, 

W.Va May 11 

Charleston, W.Va Dec. 11 


Utah 

Wasatch National Bank, Murray, Utah. . Mar. 19 

Sandy, Utah June 24 

Citizens National Bank, Ogden, Utah. . . Nov. 6 

HoUaday, Utah Dec. 10 

Virginia 

Bailey's Crossroads, Va Apr. 15 

First National Bank of Norfolk, Norfolk, 

Va Apr. 29 

Winchester, Va July 10 

Second National Bank of Richmond, 

Richmond, Va Oct. 30 

Arlington, Va Dec. 11 

Metropolitan National Bank, Richmond, 

Va Dec, 18 

Washington 

Tacoma, Wash Apr. 8 

National Bank of Mason County, Shelton, 

Wash Apr. 13 


Wisconsin 

Racine County National Bank, Franks- 

ville, Wis. (Conversion) July 10 

First American National Bank of Wausau, 

Wausau, Wis. (Conversion) Sept. 25 

Central National Bank of Stettin, Stettin, 

Wis Sept. 25 

Midland National Bank, Milwaukee, Wis. Sept. 30 

Wyoming 

Western National Bank of Casper, Casper, 

Wyo Jan. 8 

Hilltop National Bank, Casper, Wyo. .. . Feb. 8 

First National Bank at Douglai^ Douglas, 

Wyo May 1 

Western National Bank of Lovell, Lovell, 

Wyo June 3 

University National Bank of Laramie, 

Laramie, Wyo June 30 

Sheridan, Wyo July 17 


Table B-5. — National banks chartered during calendar 1964: by charter number^ title and location, States, and 

total capital account 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank, by States 

Total 

capital account 

15339 

, ALABAMA 

Auburn National Bank of Auburn, Auburn > 

$800, 736. 76 

15303 

American National Bank of Birmingham, Birmii^ham i 

600, 000. 00 

15342 

First National Bank of Butler, Butler ' 

500, 000. 00 

15427 

Shoals National Bank of Florence, Florence 

750, 000. 00 

15267 

Peoples National Bank of Huntsville, Huntsville 

The American National Bank of Huntsville, Huntsville 

800, 000. 00 

15316 

500, 000. 00 

15441 

Capital National Bank of Montgomery, Montgomery 

1, 000, 000. 00 

15402 

Baldwin National Bank of Robertsdaie, Robertsdale * ' 

397, 915.76 



5, 348, 652. 52 

15364 

ARIZONA 

Continental National Bank, Phoenix 

3, 270, 792. 60 

15387 

ARKANSAS 

First National Bank of Brinkley, Brinkley 

400, 000. 00 

15313 

First National Bank in Osceola, Osceola * 

Commercial National Bank of Texarkana, Texarkana 

798, 722. 63 

15257 

625, 000. 00 



1, 823, 722. 63 


tnote at aid of table. 
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888 


Table B— 5 . — National banks chartered during calendar 1964: by charter number, title and location, States, and 

total capital account — Continued 


Charter 

Ao. 

Title and location of bank, by States 

Total 

capital account 

15347 

CALIFORNIA 

$1,500, 000.00 

15361 


2, OOO; 000. 00 
1,500, 000. 00 
1,500,000. 00 

15437 


15374 


15398 


' 750' 000. 00 
2, 500, 000. 00 
1,500, 000. 00 
1,000, 000. 00 
2, 000, 000. 00 
2, 000, 000. 00 
1,000, 000. 00 

15310 


15394 


15450 


15239 


15369 


15453 


15329 


l', ooo; 000. 00 
1,000, 000. 00 
1,250, 000. 00 

15343 


15305 


15240 


2 , ooo', 000. 00 

1,500, 000. 00 
1,500, 000. 00 
1,000, 000. 00 

15388 


15442 


15323 


15235 


1 l' 500^000.00 

15265 


1 2, 250' 000. 00 

1 1,500,000.00 
1,250, 000. 00 
1, 500, 000. 00 

15434 


15276 ; 


15341 


15349 


l', 250', 000. 00 
3, 000, 000. 00 
6, 000, 000. 00 
! 2, 000, 000. 00 
1, 000, 000. 00 

2. 500. 000. 00 

1.000. 000. 00 

1.750. 000. 00 

1.000. 000. 00 
1,000, 000. 00 

750, 000. 00 

1.500. 000. 00 

2. 400. 000. 00 

1.500. 000. 00 

15366 


15330 


15451 


15241 


15290 


15271 


15408 


15320 


15357 


15336 


15412 


15463 


15443 


15331 


uooo; 000. 00 




62,150, 000.00 



15245 

COLORA1>0 

510, 650. 00 

15378 


505' 000. 00 

15383 


525; 000. 00 
309, 000. 00 

15321 


15326 


360; 000. 00 

15332 


522; 500. 00 

15449 


900; 000. 00 

540, 000. 00 
367, 500. 00 

15317 


15275 


15433 


312; 500. 00 

15436 


240; 000. 00 




5,092, 150. 00 




CONNECTICUT 


15439 


540, 000. 00 

15294 


500; 000. 00 
696, 000. 00 
450, 000. 00 

15354 


15363 





2,186,000. 00 



15382 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

1,200, 000. 00 



See footnote at end of table. 
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Table B-5. — 'National banks chartered during calendar 1964: by charter number^ title and location, States, and 

total capital account — Continued 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank, by States 

Total 

capital account 


FLORIDA 


15413 

Peoples National Bank of Bay Harbor Islands, Bay Harbor Islands 

$420, 000. 00 

15421 

First Bank & Trust Co. of Boca Raton, National Association, Boca Raton * 

1, 189, 645. 77 

15438 I 

Boynton Beach First National Bank, Boynton Beach 

500, 000. 00 

15288 ' 

First National Bank of Cape Canaveral, Cape Canaveral i 

620, 000. 00 

15425 

Second City National Bank at Clearwater, Clearwater 

500, 000. 00 

15426 

Third City National Bank at Clearwater, Clearwater 

400, 000. 00 

15270 

The American National Bank in Cypress Gardens, Cypress Gardens 

300, 000. 00 

15337 

Westchester National Bank of Dade County, Dade County — Coral Way at Galloway Road 

600, 000. 00 

15348 

First National Bank of DeBary, DeBary 

450, 000. 00 

15448 

Manufacturers National Bank of Hialeah, Hialeah 

600, 000. 00 

15237 

The First National Bank of Maitland. Maitland 

600, 000. 00 

15318 

Westside National Bank of Manatee County, Manatee County (P.O. Bradenton) 

400, 000. 00 

15311 

National Bank of Melbourne & Trust Co., Melbourne * ! 

1,801,419.41 

15262 

Five Point National Bank of Miami, Miami i 

1,000, 000. 00 

15268 

' Fidelity National Bank of South Miami, South Miami 

500, 000. 00 

15278 

: Jefferson National Bank of Miami Beach, Miami Beach 

1,000, 000. 00 

15296 

1 Capital National Bank of Miami, Miami ^ 

2, 964, 401.01 

15307 

! Lincoln National Bank of Miami, Miami 

600, 000. 00 

15411 


3, 000, 000. 00 

15432 

Okaloosa National Bank at Niceville, Niceville 

' 400, 000. 00 

15282 

Halifax National Bank of Port Orange, Port Orange 

525, 000. 00 

15277 

Northeast National Bank of St. Petersburg, St. Petersburg 

500, 000. 00 

15281 

Liberty National Bank of St. Petersburg, St. Petersburg 

500, 000. 00 

15396 

1 Second National Bank of Tampa, Tampa 

500, 000. 00 

15263 

First National Bank of the Upper Keys, Tavernier 

425, 000. 00 

15287 

Brevard National Bank, Titusville 

600, 000. 00 



; 20,895, 466.19 


' GEORGIA 

15373 

, First National Bank of Perry, Perry 

300, 000. 00 


ILLINOIS 


15368 

American National Bank of Champaign, Champaign 

350, 000. 00 

15260 

Columbia National Bank of Chicago, Chicago 

750, 000. 00 

15459 

Seaway National Bank of Chicago, Chicago 

1,000,000. 00 

15391 

The Pershing National Bank of Decatur, Decatur 

400, 000. 00 

15371 

First National Bank of Jacksonville, Jacksonville 

350, 000. 00 

15458 

Midwest National Bank of Moline, Moline 

1 350,000.00 

15389 

Community National Bank in Monmouth, Monmouth 

450, 000. 00 

15272 

First National Bank of Mount Prospect, Mount Prospect ^ 

528, 132.23 

15346 

The First National Bank of Western Springs, Western Springs * 

723, 458. 76 



4, 901, 590.99 





INDIANA 


15455 

Bank of Indiana, National Association, Gary ^ 

2, 090, 079. 29 


IOWA ' 


15251 

Community National Bank of Clear Lake, Clear Lake 

350, 000. 00 


KANSAS 


15306 


500, 000. 00 

15291 

National Bank of Wichita, Wichita 

500; 000. 00 



1,000, 000. 00 


LOUISIANA 

15338 

First National Bank of St. Bernard Parish, Arabi 

450, 000. 00 

15344 

First National Bank of Denham Springs, Denham Springs 

500, 000. 00 

15279 

Riverlands National Bank in Laplace, Laplace 

300, 000. 00 



1,250, 000. 00 

See footnote at end of table. 
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Table B-5 . — National banks chartered during calendar 1964: by charter number, title and location. States, and 

total capital account 


Charter 

No. 

Tide and location oj bank, by States 

Total 

capital account 

15314 

MARYLAND 

S500, 000. 00 
800, 000. 00 

1 . 000. 000. 00 

15285 


15365 


15249 


i;250;000. 00 




3, 550, 000. 00 



15399 

MASSACHUSETTS 

3, 400, 000. 00 


15446 

MICHIOAN 

700, 000. 00 
400, 000. 00 
7, 026, 981.00 
1,056, 702. 05 
500, 000. 00 
582, 601. 87 

15392 


15367 


15444 


15274 


15403 


15420 



15286 


549,571. 00 




11,326, 856. 24 




MINNESOTA 


15304 


430, 473. 52 
3, 000, 000. 00 
200, 000. 00 
250, 000. 00 

15295 : 


15309 : 


15401 





3, 880, 473. 52 




MISSISSIPPI 


15284 


650. 000. 00 

300. 000. 00 

15386 





1 950,000.00 




Missoxmi 


15454 


300. 000. 00 

350. 000. 00 

600.000. 00 

: 500, 000. 00 

612,500. 00 
74, 366, 787. 07 
300, 000. 00 

15242 


15299 


1 59.61 


15377 


15452 


15362 


15302 



15457 


600, 000. 00 




78, 475,218. 07 



15397 

MONTANA 

150,000. 00 


15376 

NEBRASKA 

750, 000. 00 
1,000, 000. 00 
500, 000. 00 
385, 592. 28 

15379 


15435 


15248 






2, 635, 592. 28 




See footnote at end of table. 
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Table B-5 . — National hanks chartered during calendar 1964: hy charter number^ title and location, States, and 

total capital account — Continued 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of hanky by States 

Total 

capital account 


HEW JERSEY 


15419 

Eatontown National Bank, Eatontown 

; $1,000,000.00 

15430 

Raritan Valley National Bank, Edison Township 

1, 000, 000. 00 

15255 

First Bank & Trust Co., National Association, Fords * 

3, 817, 901.01 

15360 

Madison National Bank, Madison 

700, 000. 00 

15297 

New Jersey National Bank & Trust Co., Neptune * 

4, 653, 567. 04 

15327 

First National Bank of Scotch Plains, Scotch Plains 

850, 000. 00 

15375 

Peoples National Bank of Sparta, Sparta 

500, 000. 00 



12, 521, 468, 05 


NEW MEXICO 

15259 

First National Bank in Clayton, Cl^ton 

400, 000. 00 

15312 

First National Bank of Rio Arriba, Espanola* 

830, 943. 47 

15395 


500, 000. 00 

15256 

Farmington National Bank, Farmington 

500; 000. 00 



2, 230, 943. 47 


NEW YORK 


15464 

First National Bank of East Hampton, East Hampton 

600, 000. 00 

15273 

Century National Bank & Trust Co., New York 

3, 000, 000. 00 

15428 

Chelsea National Bank, New York 

3, 000, 000. 00 

15447 

Freedom National Bank of New York, N.Y 

1,500, 000. 00 

15400 

Metropolitan National Bank of Syracuse, Syracuse 

3, 000, 000. 00 



11,100, 000. 00 


NORTH DAKOTA 

15356 

First National Bank of Carrington, Carrington 

250, 000. 00 

15460 

The National Bank of Harvey, Harvey 

150, 000. 00 

15266 

First National Bank of Southwest Fargo, Southwest Fargo 

200, 000. 00 



600, 000. 00 


OHIO 

15416 

First National Bank, Bowling Green i 

693, 844. 21 

15423 : 

The Capital National Bank, Cleveland * 

3,174, 538. 44 

15340 

Tower National Bank of Lima, Lima 

1,000, 000. 00 

15456 

The Central Security National Bank of Lorain County, Lorain * 

2, 406, 879.61 



7, 275, 262. 26 


OKLAHOMA 


15462 


300, 000. 00 

15345 

Cache Road National Bank of Lawton, Lawton 

350; 000. 00 

15308 

Oklahoma National Bank of Norman, Norman 

510, 000. 00 

15333 j 

Founders National Bank of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma City 

1,020, 000. 00k 

15355 

Friendly National Bank in Southwest Oklahoma City, Oklahoma City 

400, 000. 00 

15358 

Southwestern National Bank of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma City 

600, 000. 00 

15429 

First National Bank, Sallisaw, Sallisaw 

300, 000. 00 

15246 

University National Bank of Stillwater, Stillwater. 

400, 000. 00 

15350 

Republic National Bank of Tulsa, Tulsa 

1, 020, 000. 00 

15415 


600, 000. 00 

15407 

First National Bank of Weatherford, Weatherford 

400' 000. 00 



5, 900, 000. 00 


PENNSYLVANIA 

15393 

Lincoln National Bank, Philadelphia 

1,500, 000. 00 

15422 

Provident National Bank, Philadelphia * 

70,182,068. 01 



71, 682, 068. 01 


TENNESSEE 

15417 

First National County Bank, Spring City 

300, 000. 00 


See footnote at end of table. 


186 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 


Table B-5. — National banks chartered during calendar 1964: by charter number^ title and location. States, and 

total capital account — Continued 


Charier 

No. 

Title and location oj bank^ by States 

Total 

capital account 

15253 

TEXAS 

$505, 000. 00 

15252 


600, 000. 00 
600, 000. 00 

15372 


15269 


1,000, 000. 00 

15431 


500, 000. 00 
759, 375. 00 

15258 


15280 


1,020, 000. 00 

15292 


615, 000.00 

15322 


520, 000. 00 
520, 000. 00 
520, 000. 00 

15328 


15404 


15410 


622; 500. 00 

15238 


500, 000. 00 
1,000, 000, 00 

15301 


15244 


250, 000. 00 
250, 000. 00 

15298 


15283 


561,000. 00 
600, 000. 00 

15319 


15384 


400, 000. 00 

15250 


500, 000. 00 
400, 000. 00 
410, 000. 00 
525, 000. 00 
500, 000. 00 

15236 


15440 


15289 


15370 



1 


1 13,677, 875.00 



15352 

UTAH 

352. 000. 00 

600. 000. 00 

15243 





952, 000. 00 




VIRGINIA 


15390 

15254 


750, 000. 00 
1, 200, 000. 00 
900, 000.00 


1 5353 


1 5334 


600', 000. 00 

500. 000. 00 

300. 000. 00 
1, 500, 000. 00 

15247 


1 531 5 


15461 


15293 


750, 000. 00 




6, 500, 000. 00 




WASHINGTON 


15351 

15324 


300, 000. 00 
300, 000. 00 



410,000.00 
400, 000. 00 
410, 000. 00 

15264 

15418 






1,820, 000. 00 



15385 

WEST VIRGINIA 

200, 000. 00 

15414 


500, 000. 00 
200, 000. 00 

15406 





900, 000. 00 


1 


See footnote at end of table. 
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Table B-5 . — National banks chartered during calendar 1^4: by charter number^ title and location. States, and 

total capital account — Continued 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank, by States 

Total 

capital account 

15381 

WISCONSIN 

Brookfield National Bank, Brookfield 

$600, 000. 00 

15380 

, Racine County National Bank, Franksville * 

658, 139. 30 

15325 

First National Bank oi Glendale, Glendale 

600, 000. 00 

15335 

New London National Bank, New London 

375, 000. 00 

15424 

First American National Bank of Wausau * 

2, 871,053. 65 



5,104,192. 95 

500, 000. 00 

15300 1 

WYOMING 

Western National Bank of Casper, Casper 

15359 i 


350, 000. 00 
300, 000. 00 

15409 I 

University National Bank of Laramie, Laramie 

15405 

Western National Bank of Lovell, Lovell 

200 , 000. 00 



1,350, 000. 00 


Banks Formed by FDIC Under Section 1 1 of The Federal Deposit Insurance Act 


Deposit Insurance National Bank of Dell City, Dell City, Tex. 

Deposit Insurance National Bank of Newport News, Newport News, Va. 



* Conversion of State chartered bank. 


Table B-6 . — State chartered banks converted to national banks during calendar 1964, by title and location of bank, State, 
^ective date, outstanding capital stock, surplus, undivided profits and reserves, and total assets 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

State 

Effective 
date of 
charter 
1964 

Outstanding 
capital stock 

Surplus, un- 
divided prof- 
its, and 
reserves 

Total assets 

15248 

Total: 27 banks 


Jan. 21 
Jan. 31 

$77,425,023.50 

100, 000 
1,250, 000 

$134, 306, 090 

284, 025 
2, 576,516 

$2, 164, 268, 066 

3, 079, 905 
59, 802, 998 

15255 

First Bank & Trust Co., National Associ- 
ation, Fords. 

NJ 

15272 

First National Bank of Mount Prospect. . . , 

in 

Feb. 29 

300, 000 

227, 545 

5, 030, 572 

15286 




300, 000 
1,819,125 
1,580, 020 

202,919 
756, 606 
3, 074,120 

8,080,915 
30, 963, 000 
66, 222, 816 

15296 


Fla 

Apr. 3 
Apr. 7 

15297 

New Jersey National Bank & Trust Co., 
Neptune. 

NJ 

15302 


Mo 

Apr. 10 
Apr. 14 
Apr. 24 1 

200, 000 
100,000 

710, 227 
297, 094 
860, 569 

8, 694, 700 

15304 



4 ; 972 ; 254 
21,730, on 

15311 

National Bank of Melbourne & Trust Co., 
Melbourne. 

Fla 

600, 000 

15312 

First National Bank of Rio Arriba, Espa- 
nola. 

N.M 

Apr. 30 

300, 000 

560, 387 

10, 998, 248 

15313 


Ark 

May 1 
June 20 
June 30 

200, 000 

200, 000 

300, 000 

590, 906 

9, 488,812 
10, 236,979 
12, 701,674 

15339 



605^ 560 
380, 071 

15346 

The First National Bank of Western 
Springs. 

Ill 

15367 

City Bank & Trust Company, National 
Association, Jackson. 

Mich 

Aug. 5 

2, 100, 000 

4, 915.275 

96,140,173 

15380 

Racine County National Bank, Franks- 
ville. 

Wis 

Aug. 31 

200, 000 

459, 972 

9,105, 246 

15402 

Baldwin National Bank of Robertsdale .... 

Ala 

Oct. 10 1 

100, 000 

300, 060 

3, 359,615 

15403 




250, 000 

275, 000 

318, 495 

10, 052,312 
8,690, 195 

15416 



Oct. 31 

413; 973 
388, 329 

15420 




150; 000 

4, 740, 605 

15421 

First Bank & Trust Co. of Boca Raton, 
National Association. 

Fla 

Nov. 9 

510, 000 

747, 021 

19, 360, 843 

15422 

Provident National Bank, Philadelphia .... 

Pa 

Nov. 12 

14,754,216 

56, 218,580 

669, 934, 765 

15423 

The Capital National Bank, Cleveland .... 

Ohio 

Nov. 16 

1,000, 000 

2, 214,586 

54, 806, 231 

15424 

First American National Bank of Waussu . . 

Wb 

Nov. 10 

700, 000 

2,628,821 , 

54, 606, 222 

15444 



Dec. 15 

500, 000 
47,736,662. 50 » 

564,424 ; 
51, 494, 610 

18,872, 285 

15452 

Mercantile Trust Co. National Associ- 
ation, St. Louis. 

Mo 

Dec. 24 

881,297,805 

15455 

Bank of Indiana, National Association, 

Ind 

Dec. 24 

900, 000 

1,140, 068 

42, 659, 602 

15456 

Gary. 

The Central Security National Bank of 
Lorain County, Lorain. 

Ohio 

Dec. 28 

1,000, 000 

1,375,331 

1 38, 639,283 


^ Includes 825 million capital notes and debentures. 
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Table B-7 , — Nationcl banks reported in voluntary liquidation during calendar 1964 with the names of succeeding banks, 

the dates of liquidation, and total capital accounts 


Title and location oj bank 


Total: 11 banks 

Southern Hills National Bank, Tulsa, Okla. (15138), absorbed by Mercantile National Bank, 

Tulsa, Okia 

The Second National Bank of Monmouth, III. (2205) 

The Bensonhurst National Bank of Brooklyn in New York, N.Y. (13080), absorbed by Chemical 

Bank New York Trust Co., New York 

The First National Bank of Sharpsville, Pa. (6829), absorbed by McDowell National Bank of 

Sharon, Pa 

The Winchester National Bank, Winchester, N.H. (887), absorbed by the Cheshire National Bank 

of Keene, N.H 

Tri-Cities National Bank, Pasco, Wash. (14919), absorbed by Old National Bank of Washington, 

Spokane, Wash 

The First National Bank of Hagerman, N. Mex. (7503), absorbed by the First National Bank of 

Roswell, N. Mex 

The First National Bank of Barnesboro, Pa. (5818), absorbed by the First National Bank of Ebens- 

burg, Pa 

The Farmers’ National Bank of Liberty, Pa. (11127), absorbed by the First National Bank of Wells- 

boroji Wellsboro, Pa 

The Pattison National Bank ofElkland, Pa. (5043), absorbed by the First National Bank of Wells- 

bom, Wellsboro, Pa 

The First National Bank of Knoxville, Pa. (9978), absorbed by the First National Bank of Wells- 
boro, Wellsboro, Pa 


Date of 
liquidation 


Nov. 

29, 

1963 

Jan. 

14, 

1964 

Feb. 

25, 

1964 

Apr. 

18, 

1964 

Apr. 

24, 

1964 

June 

30, 

1964 


10, 

1964 

Dec. 

12, 

1964 

Dec. 

14, 

1964 

Dec. 

16, 

1964 

Dec. 

16, 

1964 


Total capital 
accounts 

$7, 999, 332 

74, 561 
520, 970 

3, 308, 364 

1,250, 000 

310, 309 

552, 380 

360, 632 

800, 000 

269, 933 

364, 072 

188,111 


•Simultaneously with the absorption, the First National Bank of Wellsboro changed its name to Northern National Bank & 
Trust Co, 


Tabi.e B- 


-National banks merged or consolidated with and into State banks during calendar 1964, with elective 
dates, and total capital accounts 


Title and location of bank 


Effective 

date, 

1964 

Total 

capital 

accounts 


$16,691, 240 


Jan. 10 

457, 762 

Jan. 31 

451,310 

Feb. 24 

3, 742, 613 

Mar. 26 

644, 431 

Mar. 21 

718, 981 

Apr. 15 

514, 769 

May 1 

826, 594 

May 29 

860, 922 

June 30 

758, 257 

July 17 
Aug. 14 

834,682 
1,006, 189 

Aug. 16 

3, 662,611 

Oct. 14 

269, 620 

Oct. 30 
Nov. 10 

1,469, 913 
472, 586 


Total; 15 banks. 


The First National Bank of Brewsters, N.Y. (2225), merged with and into the County Trust Co., White 

Plains, N.Y 

The Hailwood National Bank, Hailwood, Va. (7659), merged with and into the Bank of Virginia, Rich- 
mond, Va 

The First National Bank of Mount Vernon, N.Y.’ (5271), merged with and into Chemical Bank New 

York Trust Co., New York, N.Y 

The First National Bank & Trust Co. of Rocbling, N.J. (11620), merged with and into Bordentown 

Banking Co., Bordentown, N.J 

The First National Bank of Ricgelsviile, Pa. (9202), merged with and into Girard Trust Corn Exchange 

Bank, Philadelphia, Pa., and under the title “Girard Trust Bank ’ 

The Youngsville National Bank, Youngsville, Pa. (14345), merged with and into Pennsylvania Bank & 

Trust Co., Titusville, Pa 

National Bank of Maryland, Silver Spring, Md. (14846), merged with and into Citizens Bank of Mary- 
land, Riverdale, Md 

The First National Bank of Park Ridge, N.J. (12195), merged with and into County Trust Co., Tenafly, 

N.J 

The First National Bank of Westboro, Mass. (421), consolidated with Guaranty Bank & Trust Go., 

Worcester, Mass 

The Elk County National Bank of Ridgway, Pa. (5014), merged with and into the St. Marys Trust Co., 

St. Marys, Pa., and under the title “Elk County Bank & Trust Co.” 

The First National Bank of Milltown, N J. (10935), merged with and into the Edison Bank, Edison, N.J, 
Second National Bank of Philadelphia, 2 Pa. (21 3), merged with and into Provident Tradesmens Bank & 

Trust Co., Philadelphia, Pa 

Belfast National Bank, Belfast, N.Y. (9644), merged with and into the First Trust Co. of Allegany County, 
Wcllsville, N.Y. 


The Citizens National Bank of Hampton, Va. (13775), merged with and into Citizens Marine Jefferson 
Bank, Newport News, Va., and under title “Citizens and Marine Bank” 


The First National Bank of Cairo, N.Y. (12586), merged with and into State Bank of Albany, N.Y. 


• With 1 local and 2 outside branchc-s. 

2 With 4 local branches. 
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Table B-9. — National banks converted into State banks, calendar 1964, with elective date, and total capital accounts 


Title and location of bank 

Effective 
date^ 1964 

Total capital 
accounts 



52, 945,652 




Feb. 1 

186, 937 


Feb. 8 

195* yii 


June 12 

1, 440’ 702 


' 520', 480 
334, 886 


Oct. 15 


Nov. 30 

261, 275 



Table B-10. — -Purchases of State banks by national banks, calendar 1964, with title and location, ^ective dates of purchase, 

and total capital accounts of State banks 


Title and location of bank 

Effective 
dale, 1964 

Total capital 
accounts 



53, 035, 904 



The First National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Pa. (30), purchased the White Haven Savings Bank, White 

Jan. 3 

354, 844 


592. 000 

405. 000 


Mar. 14 

The First National Bank & Trust Co. of Kalamazoo, Mich. (191), purchased the Delton State Bank, 

Apr. 18 
May 9 

June 15 
June 19 

Aug. 21 

226, 088 


1 52) 273 

Michigan National Bank, Lansing, Mich. (14032), purchased the Citizens Industrial Bank, Grand 

503, 921 

The National Bank of Commerce of Seattle, Wash. (4375), piuchased the Bank of Endicott, Wash 

First Security Bank of Idaho, National Association, Boise, Idaho (14444), pmchased the Farmers Bank, 

226) 778 

575, 000 
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Table B-11 . — Consolidations of national barOcs, or national and State banks, calendar 1964, with title and location, 
outstanding capital stock, surplus, undxoided profits and reserves, and total assets 


Title and location of bank 

Outstanding 
capital stock 

Surplus 

Undivided pnojits 
and reserves 

Total assets 

Total: 8 consolidations (after consummation) 

$54, 870, 350 

$94, 020, 680 

$25, 089,055 

$2, 463, 804, 291 

Texas National Bank of Houston, Houston, Tex. (10152), 
with 

9, 000, 000 

16, 000, 000 

6, 302, 464 

322, 646, 899 

and the National Bank of Commerce of Houston, Hous- j 
ton, Tex. (10225), which had 

15, 000,000 

19, 267, 280 

3, 921, 031 

503, 743, 098 

consolidated Jan. 17, 1964, under charter of the latter 
bank (10225) and under title “Texas National Bank 
of Commerce of Houston.” The consolidated bank 
at the date of consolidation had 

24, 000, 000 

35, 267, 280 

10, 223, 496 

826, 389, 997 

Beaver County Trust Co., New Bripfhton, Pa., with 

300,000 

500, 000 

377, 168 

8, 205, 160 

and the Western Pennsylvania National Bank, McKees- 
port, Pa. (2222), which had 

7, 753, 690 

15. 246, 310 

3, 266, 660 

542, 121, 391 

consolidated Feb. 7, 1 964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (2222). The consolidated bank at the date 
of consolidation had 

8,153, 690 

15,746, 310 

; 3, 543,835 

548, 912, 688 

Security Trust Co., Lynn, Mass.,* with 

550, 000 

1,221,000 

i 856, 559 

29, 783, 695 

and the Danvers National Bank, Danvers, Mass. (7452), 
which had 

350,000 

450, 000 

; 276,139 

9, 477, 099 

consolidated Feb. 21, 1964, under charter of the latter 
bank (7452), and under title of “Security-Danvers 
National Bank.” The consolidated bank at the date 
of consolidation had 

900,000 

1, 600, 000 

; 1,203,698 

39, 260, 794 

Commonwealth Bank &. Trust Co., Pittsburgh,* Pa., with. . 

3, 187, 500 

8,812, 500 

2, 039, 410 

164, 640, 486 

and the Union National Bank of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, 
Pa. (705), which had 

4,316,500 

13, 183, 500 

2, 561, 550 

222, 879,859 

consolidated Feb. 28 , 1 964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank(705). The consolidated bank at the date 
of consolidation had 

10, 000, 000 

20, 000, 000 

4, 100, 966 

387, 520, 345 

The First National Bank of Narrowsburg, Narrowsburg, 
N.Y. (12496), with 

50. 000 

200, 000 

119, 180 

4, 322, 809 

and the First National Bank in Callicoon, Callicoon, 
N.Y. (13590), whirii had 

100,000 

350, 000 

80, 409 

6, 122, 103 

consolidated June 30, 1964, under charter of the latter 
bank (13590), and under title of “United National 
Bank.” The consolidated bank at the date of consoli- 
dation had 

350, 000 

350, 000 

199, 590 

10,444, 912 

Citizens National Bank of Beaver Falls, Beaver ^ Falls, Pa. 
(14764), with 

200,000 

200, 000 

81,462 

6, 107, 963 

and Western Pennsylvania National Bank, McKeesport, 
Pa. (2222), which had 

8, 642,910 

16, 407, 090 

4, 103, 069 

530, 002, 302 

consolidated Oct. 3, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (2222). The consolidated bank at the date 
of con.solidation had 

8, 892, 910 

16, 607, 090 

4, 134, 532 

536,110, 264 

Calhoun State Bank, Homer, Mich., with 

100, 000 

250, 000 

68, 214 

3, 944, 140 

and Citv Bank 6c Trust Co., National Association, Jack- 
son, Mich. (15367), whidi had 

2, 100. 000 

3, 900, 000 

1,128, 325 

100, 000, 237 

consolidated Nov. 5, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (15367). The consolidated bank at the 
date of consolidation had 

2, 245, 000 

3, 900, 000 

1, 401, 539 

103, 944, 377 

The First National Bank of Wise, Wise, Va. (10611), with. . 

100, 000 

100, 000 

172, 893 

3, 618, 827 

and the First National Bank of Norton, Norton, Va. 
(6235). which had . 

160, 000 

450, 000 

177,256 

7, 606, 828 

consolidated July 31, 1964, under the charter of the 
latter bank (6235) and undcj- title “The Wise County 
National Bank.” The consolidated bank at the date 
of con.'olidation had 

328, 750 

550, 000 

281, 399 

11,220, 914 


> With 2 local branchci). 

* With 4 local and 7 outside branches. 
3 With 1. 
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Table — Mergers of national banks, or national and State banks, calendar 1964, with title and location, outstanding 

capital stock, surplus, undivided profits and reservs, and total assets 


Title and location oj bank 


Outttanding 
capital stock 


Surplus 


Undivided profits 
and reserves 


Total assets 


Total: 69 mergers (after consummation) . 


The Citizens Bank, Westerville, Ohio,* with 

and the City National Bank & Trust Co. of Columbus, 

Columbus, Ohio (7621), which had 

merged Jan. 2, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (7621). The merged bank at the date of 

merger had 

Traders Bank & Trust Co., Hazleton, Pa., with 

and Northeastern Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust 

Co., Scranton, Pa. (77), which had 

merged Jan. 3, 1964, under charter of the latter bank 
(77) and under title of “Northeastern Pennsylvania 
National Bank & Trust Co.” The mei^ed bank at the 

date of merger had 

The Bank of Worcester, Worcester, N.Y., with 

and National Commercial Bank & Trust Co., Albany, 

N.Y. (1301), which had 

merged Jan. M, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (1301). The merged bank at the date of 

merger had 

The First National Bank of Lacona, Lacona, N.Y. (10175), 

with 

and the Merchants National Bank & Trust Co. of Syra- 

cuse, Syracuse, N.Y., (1342), which had 

merged Jan. 31, 1964, imder the charter and title of the 
latter bank (1342). The merged bank at the date of 

merger had 

The Farmers & Merchants National Bank of Williamsburg 

Williamsburg, Pa. (9392), with 

and the First National Bank of Claysburg, Claysburg, 

Pa. (10232), which had 

merged Jan, 31, 1964, under charter of the latter bank 
(10232^), and under title of “The Central Pennsylvania 
National Bank of Claysburg.” The merged bank at 

the date of merger had 

Farmers Bank of Holland, Inc., Holland, Va., with 

and Seaboard Citizens National Bank, Norfolk, Va. 

(10194) which had 

merged Feb. 12, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (10194). The merged bank at the date of 

mei^er had 

The First National Bank of New Bloomfield, New Bloom- 
field, Pa. (5133), with 

and the Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Co., 

Harrisburg, Pa. (5W), which had 

merged Feb. 14, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (580). The merged bank at the date of 

merger had 

First National Bank of Minoa, Minoa, N.Y. (13476), with. . 
and tincoln National Bank & Trust Co. of Central New 

York, Syracuse, N.Y. (13393), which had 

merged Feb. 28, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (13393). The merged bank at the date of 

merger had 

The First National Bank of Pullman, Pullman,* Wash. 

(4699), with 

and Old National Bank of Washington, Spokane, Spo- 
kane, Wash. (4668), which had 

merged Feb. 28, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (4668), The merged bank at the date 

of merger had 

The Peoples Bank of Erie County, Hamburg,* N.Y., with 

and Liberty National Bank & Trust Co., Buffalo, N.Y. 

(15080), which had 

merged Mar. 5, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (15080). The merged bank at the date 

of merger had 

See footnotes at end of table. 


1269, 917, 449 

$500, 733, 472 

$157, 678,147 

$12, 367, 076, 645 

250, 000 

300, 000 

363, 955 

9.134,215 

6, 300, 000 

6, 700, 000 

3. 100, 000 

217,261,957 

6, 650, 000 
350, 000 

7,350,000 

450,000 

3, 001, 272 
279, 156 

224, 995, 630 
14, 827, 693 

5, 562, 000 

5, 638, 000 

3, 664, 837 

178, 100, 427 

6,066, 000 
60, 000 

6, 000, 000 
120, 000 

3, 877, 994 
160, 821 

192,928, 121 
2, 928, 713 

7,283, 205 

17,928, 925 

4, 091,725 

460, 275,112 

7,346,205 

17, 928, 925 

4, 369, 546 

463, 049, 981 

50,000 

150, 000 

98, 425 

3, 095, 592 

2. 553, 100 

5, 000, 000 

2, 446, 961 

129, 903,495 

2,643,100 : 

5, no, 000 

2, 538, 924 

133,304,140 

50,000 

125, 000 

42, 956 

2, 003,046 

200,000 ■ 

400, 000 

178, 972 

9, 229, 370 

250, 000 
35,000 

525. 000 ! 

185.000 ' 

221,929 ; 
119,488 : 

11,232,417 
2, 876, 156 

2, 375, 000 

7, 625, 000 

352,918 

103, 615,510 

2, 434, 500 

7, 785, 500 

473, 407 1 

106,102, 722 

50, 000 

250, 000 

185,261 , 

4, 847, 238 

2, 830, 000 

7,170,000 i 

1,510,771 i 

117, 908,599 

2, 905, 000 
150,000 

7, 420, 000 
300, 000 

2, 654, 528 
123, 567 

122, 755,833 
6, 273, 433 

2, 843, 590 

6, 000, 000 

2, 566,817 

156, 033, 619 

3, 053, 590 

6, 240, 000 

i 2, 690, 385 

162,211,424 

250, 000 

750, 000 

312, 582 

15, 342, 275 

4,125, 000 

5, 875, 000 

4, 857,013 

176, 873, 976 

4, 662, 500 
497, 000 

7, 337, 500 
564, 200 

4, 169, 596 
675, 687 

191, 719, 372 
22, 313, 663 

4, 899, 040 

10, 426, 250 

3, 367, 293 

297, 076,017 

5,425, 860 

10, 960, 630 

4, 177, 517 

319, 308, 335 
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Table B-12. — Mergers of national hanks, or national and State banks, calendar 1964, with title and location, outstanding 
capital stock, surplus, undivided profits and reserves, and total assets — Continued 


Title and location of bank 

Outstanding 
capital sto^ 

Surplus 

Undivided profits 
and reserves 

Total assets 

The First National Bank of Bicknell, Bicknell, Ind. (7155), 
with 

$60, 000 

$105, 000 

$135,094 

$2, 398, 048 

Bicknell Trust 5r. Savings Co., Bicknell, Ind., with. . . . 

35,000 

65,000 

37, 843 

1, 697, 597 

The Citizens State Bank, Bicknell, Ind., with 

35, 000 

85, 000 

41, 913 

1,072,072 

and the American National Bank of Vincennes, Vin- 
cennes, Ind. (3864), which had 

750,000 

750, 000 

822, 778 

21,799, 040 

merged Mar. 21, 1964, under charter and title of the 
the latter bank (3864). The merged bank at the 
date of merger had 

880, 000 

880, 000 

1, 162, 330 

26, 591, 805 

Darlington County Bank & Trust Go., Darlington S.C., 
with 

215,000 

310, 000 

137,137 

6. 372, 795 

and the First National Bank of South Carolina of 
Columbia, Columbia, S.C. (13720), which had 

2,192, 370 

4, 807, 630 

1,439,166 

105, 971,091 

merged Mar. 31, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (13720). The merged bank at the date ; 
of merger had ! 

2, 321,370 

5, 178, 630 

1,550, 205 

111,768, 296 

The New Market National Bank, Newmarket, N.H. (1330), 
with 

75,000 

165, 000 

44, 697 

3, 640, 775 

and the Rockingham National Bank of Exeter, Exeter, i 
N.H. (12889), which had : 

200,000 

425, 000 

171,763 ■ 

9, 570, 223 

merged Apr. 3, 1964, under charter and title of the latter 
bank (12889). The merged bank at the date of merger ; 
had ' 

275, 000 

590, 000 

216, 460 

13,210,998 

The First National Bank of Buena Vista, Buena Vista, Va. 
(9890), with 

120,000 

280, 000 

52, 867 

4, 995. 320 

and Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va. (9885), which 
had 

8, 084, 825 ! 

20, 812, 775 

4, 498, 463 

394, 470, 103 

merged .\pr. 3, 1 964, under charter and title of the latter 
bank (9885). The merged bank at the date of merger 
had 

8, 198, 825 

21,098,775 i 

4,551, 330 

399, 206, 974 

Southern Bank of Commerce, Danville, Va.,* with 

and Virginia National Bank, Norfolk, Va. (9885), which 
had 

100, 000 

200, 000 

23, 658 

2, 912, C64 

8, 014,825 

20, 582, 775 

4, 474, 805 

391, 628, 739 

merged Apr, 3, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (9885). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

8, 084, 825 

20,812, 775 

4, 498, 463 

394, 470, 103 

The First National Bank of Lebanon, I^ebanon, Va. (6886), 
with 

120,000 

440, 000 

266, 532 

8,513, 321 

and the First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, 

Roanoke, Va. (2737), which had 

merged Apr. 24, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (2737). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

5, 752, 490 

10, 685,010 

1. 698, 937 

205,164,466 

5,980,490 

11,125,010 

1.771,133 

213, 427, 071 

The First National Bank of Richlands, Richlands, Va. 
(10850), with 

250, 000 

1,000, 000 

300, 315 

14, 372, 920 

and the First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, 
Roanoke, Va. (2737), which had 

5,314,990 

9,685,010 

1,740, 736 

191,263, 269 

merged Apr, 24, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (2737). The merged bank at the date of 
merger had 

5, 752, 490 

10,685,010 

1,698, 937 

205,164, 466 

State Bank of Linwood, Linwood, Mich., with 

150,000 

1 50, 000 

106, 039 

3, 542, 358 

and Peoples National Baitk & Trust Co. of Bay City, 
Bay City, Mich. (14641), which had 

2, 977, 500 

3, 600, 000 

1,477, 323 

99, 150, 775 

merged Apr. 25, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (14641). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

3, 086, 250 

3, 600, 000 

1, 774, 612 

102, 693,133 

The Union National Bank of Mahanoy City,® Mahanoy 
City, Pa, (3997), with 

312, 500 

500, 000 

44, 843 

13,951,362 

and the Pennsylvania National Bank & Trust Co. of 

Pottsville, Pottsville, Pa. (1663), which had 

merged May 8, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (1663). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

800, 000 

1,000, 000 

340, 685 

37, 526, 608 

1,050,000 

1, 500, 000 

448, 028 

51,477, 970 

'i'he F'irst National Bank ol Blue Ridge Summit, Blue Kidge 
Summit, Pa. (12281), with 

75,000 

225, 000 

91,918 

4, 432, 923 

and First National Bank & Trust Co. in Waynesboro, 
Waynesboro, Pa. (11866), which had 

900,000 

1, 700, 000 

598, 231 

19, 757, 539 

merged May 9, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (11866). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

1, 050, 000 

1, 925, 000 

588, 900 

24,190, 461 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-12. — Mergers oj national banks^ or national and State banks^ calendar 1964^ with title and location, outstanding 
capital stock, suplus, undivded profits and reserves, and total assets — Continued 


Title and location of bank 

Outstanding 
capital sto^ 

Surplus 1 

1 

Undivided profits ' 
and reserves 

Total assets 

Cherry Hill National Bank, Cherry Hill, N.J, ® (14936), with, 
and First Camden National Bank & Trust Co., Camden, 

$300,000 

$300,000 ! 

$228,817 ! 

$7, 424,859 

N.J. (1209), which had 

merged May 15, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (1209). The merged bank at the date of ; 

3, 190, 700 

6,059,300 : 

1,492,348 

169, 477,653 

merger had 

Woodbridge National Bank, Woodbridge, N.J. « (14378), 

3,415,700 ; 

6, 584, 300 

1,571,165 

176, 902, 512 

with 

and First Bank & Trust Co., National Association, 

500, 000 

1,000, 000 

392, 603 

24, 786, 119 

Fords, N.J.t (15255), which had 

merged May 15, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (15255). The merged bank at the 

1,250,000 

2, 250, 000 

1,631,413 

65, 568, 994 

date of merger had 

1,375, 000 

2, 250, 000 ; 

80, 662 

85, 733, 774 

The Bank of Rowland, Rowland, N.C., with 

and Southern National Bank of North Carolina, Lum- 

75, 000 

275, 000 

117,412 

3, 858, 503 

berton, N.C. (10610), which had 

merged May 23, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (10610). The merged bank at the date of 

1, 000, 000 

1, 622, 000 

378, 634 

32, 695, 056 

merger had 

1, 142, 500 

1, 829, 500 

496, 046 

35, 908, 303 

Citizens Bank of Darlington, Darlington, S.C. ^ with 

and the Citizens & Southern National Bank of South 

150,000 

300,000 1 

128, 138 

5, 611,686 

Carolina, Charleston, S.C. (14425), which had 

merged May 23, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (14425). The merged bank at the date 

3,136, 650 

9,385,350 

1, 129,832 

170, 155, 052 

of merger had 

3, 246, 650 

9,685,350 ! 

1,225, 282 

175, 735, 790 

Carolina Bank, Graniteville, S.C. ® with 

and the Citizens & Southern National Bank of South 

125, 000 

0 : 

78,828 

2, 432, 227 

Carolina, Charleston, S.C. (14425), which had 

merged May 23, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (14425). The merged bank at the 

3,114, 650 

9. 385, 350 

1,123,115 

167, 853,862 

date of merger had 

3,136, 650 

9, 385, 350 

1, 129,832 

170,155, 052 

Salmon Falls Bai&, RolUitsford, N.H. with 

and the First National Bank of Somersworth, Somers- 

50, 000 

50, 000 

63, 102 

719, 560 

worth, N.H. (1180), which had 

merged May 29, 1 964, under the charter of the latter 
bank (1180) and under the title “First Somersworth- 
RoUinsfbrd National Bank.” llie merged bank at the 

100, 000 

100, 000 

115, 241 

1, 331,195 

date of merger had 

llie American National Bank of San Bernardino, San 

150, 000 

150, 000 

178, 343 

2. 050. 756 

Bernardino, Calif. (10031), with 

and the Bank of California, National Association, San 

1, 050, 000 

1,050, 000 

1, 333, 074 

64, 555, 815 

Francisco, Calif. (9655), which had 

merged June 26, 1 964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (9655). The merged bank at the date of 

16, 370,800 

34, 209, 200 

7, 594, 157 

1, 009, 630, 696 

merger had 

17,890,800 
50, 000 

37, 109, 200 

6, 080, 061 

1,074, 572,714 

The Macungie Bank, Macungie, Pa., with 

and the First National Bank of Allentown, Allentown, 

250, 000 

195, 159 

4, 559, 586 

Pa. (373), which had 

merged June 30, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (373). The merged bank at the date of 

3,094,230 

7,100, 000 

2,918, 683 

155, 725, 087 

merger had 

The Peoples National Bank of West Alexander, West Alex- 

3, 226, 830 

7, 350, 000 

3, 031, 242 

160,284, 674 

ander, Pa. (8954), with 

and the First National Bank of Fredericktown, Federick- 

50, 000 

150, 000 

83, 841 

1,842, 728 

town. Pa. (5920), which had 

merged June 30, 1 964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (5920). The merged bank at the date of 

250, 000 

450, 000 

158, 352 

13, 724, 384 

merger had 

National Bank of Commerce of Chicago, Chicago, 111. 

330, 000 

570, 000 

242, 193 

15,567, 112 

(14349), with 

and Central National Bank in Chicago, Chicago, 111. 

1,000, 000 

1,500, 000 

464, 007 

40, 947, 905 

(14362), which had 

merged July 18, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (14362). The merged bank at the date 

5, 000, 000 

5, 000, 000 

1,327, 361 

207,018, 960 

of merger had 

6, 250, 000 

6, 250, 000 

1,791,369 

247, 966, 865 

Allegan State Bank, Allegan, Mich., with 

and the First National Bank & Trust Co. of Kaiamazoo, 

400, 000 

400, 000 

467,153 

15, 420, 907 


1,800, 000 

3, 200, 000 

2,218, 124 

114, 521,893 

merged July 18, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (191). The merged bank at the date of 

merger had 

See footnotes at end of table. 

2, 160, 000 

3, 200, 000 

3, 124, 293 

129, 919, 270 
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Table B-1 2. — Mergers of national banks, or national and State banks, calendar 1964, with title and location, outstanding 
capital stock, surplus, undivided profits and reserves, and total assets — Continued 


Title and location of bank 

OiUstanding 
capital sto^ 

Surplus 

Undivided profits 
and reserves 

Total assets 

The Community Bank, Dayton, Ohio, with 

and the National Bank of Dayton, Dayton, Ohio (1788), 

$100,000 

$100, 000 

$71,124 

$4, 105, 543 

which had 

merged July 18, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (1788). The merged bank at the date of 

2, 625, 000 ; 

3, 600, 000 

1, 350, 378 

101,172, 802 

merger had 

Industrial City Bank & Trust Co., *3 Worcester, Mass., 

2, 750, 000 

3, 700, 000 

1, 396, 502 

104,628, 363 

which had 

and the Mechanics National Bank of Worcester, Wor- 

237, 600 

260, 000 

188, 723 

8,211,694 

cester Mass. (1135), with 

merged July 31, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (1135). The merged bank at the date ' 

1,200, 000 

2, 300, 000 

1,031,175 

50,491, 697 

of merger had i 

Fair Lawn-Radburn Trust Co., Fair Lawn,** N.J., which 

1,410,370 

2,589, 630 

1,217,497 

58, 703, 392 

had 

and National Community Bank of Rutherford, Ruther- 

600, 000 

1,200, 000 

530, 818 

26, 365, 293 

ford, N.J. (5005), with 

merged July 31, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (5005). The merged bank at the date 

3, 637, 500 

4, 000, COO 

2, 445, 728 

139, 946,077 

of merger had 

The Peoples*Farmers National Bank, Mifflin,** Pennsylvania, 

4, 987, 500 

5, 200, 000 

2, 226, 548 

166, 311,369 

Mifflin, Pa. (9678), with 

and the Russell National Bank of Lewistown, Lewistown, 

100, 000 

400, 000 

100, 227 

5, 545. 885 

Pa. (10506), which had 

merged July 31, 1964, under the charter of the latter 
bank u0506) and title “The Russeil National Bank.” 

500,000 

1,000, 000 

308, 338 

19, 149, 806 

The merged bank at the date of merger had 

The First National Bank of Waynesboro,** Waynesboro, Va. 

680, 000 

1,400, 000 

328, 565 

24, 669, 926 

(7587), which had 

and First & Merchants National Bank, Richmond, Va. 

200, 000 

450, 000 

299, 571 

12, 138, 496 

(1111), with 

merged July 31, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (1111). The merged bank at the date of 

12, 162, 300 

17,837,700 

7,847,357 

445, 919, 279 

merger had 

The Peoples National Barik of Rock Hill, Rock ** Hill, S.C. 

12, 482, 300 

18,267,700 

7, 920, 726 

457, 698,818 

(9407), which had 

and the Citizens & Southern National Bank of South 

300, 000 

1,000, 000 

463, 808 

18, 541,535 

Carolina, Charleston, S.C. (’14425), with 

merged Aug. 1, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (14425). The merged bank at the date of 

3, 246, 650 

9,685, 350 

1,351,960 

175, 232, 427 

merger had 

3, 621,650 

10, 878, 350 
350, 000 

1,547,769 

193, 690, 936 

The Ashland National Bank, Ashland, Pa. (5615), with. . . . 
and Pennsylvania National Bank &. Trust Co., Potts- 

125, 000 

125, 272 

5, 125, 778 

viile, Pa. (1663), which had 

merged Aug. 7, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (1663). The merged bank at the date of 

1,050, 000 

1, 500,000 

590,014 

52,012, 755 

merger had 

The First National Bank of Mount Holly Springs, Mount 

*M,100, 000 

1, 500, 000 

416, 383 

56, 164, 629 

Holly Springs, Pa. (8493), with 

and Cumberland County National Bai'k & Trust Co., 

120, 000 

240, 000 

36,010 

4, 946, 697 

New Cumberland, Pa. (14542), which had 

merged Aug. 7, 1964, tinder charter and title of the 
latter bank (14542). The merged bank at the date of 

900, 000 

1,600, 000 

399, 938 

39, 528, 778 

merger had 

The First National Bank of West Middlesex, West Middle- 

1,140,000 

1,860, COO 

295, 949 

44, 475, 475 

sex. Pa. (6913), with 

and First National Bank of Mercer County, Greenville, 

50, 000 

150,000 

163, 794 

1 

3, 724, 634 

Pa. (249), which had : 

merged Aug. 8, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (249). The merged bank at the date of 

800, 000 

1,000, 000 

693, 435 

33, 646, 698 

merger had ■ 

920, 000 

1,150, 000 

787, 230 

37,371,333 

State Bank of Nappanee, Nappar.ee, Ind., with. . . 

and the First National Bank of Elkhart, Elkhart, Ind. 

220, 000 

280, 000 

149,058 

9, 207, 063 

(206), which had 

merged Aug. 15, 1964, under the charter of the latter 
bank (206) and title of “The First National Bank of 
Elkhart County.” The merged bank at the date of 

1, 827, 000 

1 

2, 273, 000 

1, 185, 684 

75,449, 430 

merger had 

See footnotes at end of fahio. 

2,201,000 i 

2,553, 000 

1, 180, 742 

84, 656, 493 
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Table B-12 . — Mergers of national banks, or national and State banks, calendar 1964, with title and location, outstanding 
capital stock, surplus, undivided profits and reserves, and total assets — Continued 


Title and location of bank 

Outstanding 
capital stock 

Surplus 

Undivided profits 
and reserves 

Total assets 

The Nashville Bank & Trust Co.,*® Nashville, Tenn., wth. . 

$1,633, 300 

$1,700, 000 

$1, 366, 897 

$47, 981, 502 

and Third National Bank in Nashville, Nashville, Tenn. 
(13103), which had 

6, 000. 000 

14, 000, 000 

3, 258, 547 

382, 138, 104 

merged Aug. 18, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (13103). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

6, 735, 000 

16, 598, 300 

4, 625, 445 

428,218, 003 

The Georgetown National Bank, Georgetown, Ky. (8579), 
with 

150, 000 

200, 000 

99,536 

5, 646, 609 

and First National Bank & Trust Co., Georgetown, Ky. 
(2927), which had 

300, 000 

300, 000 

201,919 

7,812, 134 

merged Aug. 29, 1964, under charter of the latter bank 
(2927), and under title “First Georgetown National 
Bank & Trust Co.” The merged bank at the date of 
merger had 

500, 000 

500, 000 

251,453 

13, 438, 460 
5, 228, 838 

Pocatello National Bank, Pocatello, Idaho (14859), with. . 

250,000 

75, 000 

111,015 

and the Idaho First National Bank, Boise, Idaho (1668), 
which had 

6, 000, 000 

9, 000, 000 

4, 673, 957 

292, 692, 820 

merged Sept. 4, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (1668). The merged bank at the date of 

merger had 

The Branford Trust Co., Branford, Conn., with 

6, 097, 000 

9, 228, 000 

4, 824, 524 

297, 862, 393 

100,000 

6D0, 000 

144,705 

5, 814, 623 

and the First New Haven National Bank, New Haven, 
Conn.,* which had 

4.722, 500 

7, 700, 000 

3, 373, 475 

197, 335, 681 

merged Sept. 30, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank •. The merged bank at the date of merger 
had 

5,082, SCO 

7, 340. 000 

3,518,178 

203, 150, 304 

Peoples Bank of Stuarts Draft, Inc., Stuarts Draft, Va., with. 

59, 160 1 

185,000 

35, 793 

2, 442, 073 

and National Bank & Trust Co. at Charlottesville, 
Charlottesville, Va. (10618), which had 

970,365 ' 

2, 500, COO 

1,296, 249 

56, 357, 858 

merged Sept. 30, 1964, under charter of the latter bank 
(10618), and title “National Bank & Trust Co.” The 
merged bank at the date of merger had 

1,029, 525 

2, 685, 000 

1,332, 043 

58, 772, 892 

The Citizens National Bank & Trust Co. of Oneonta,** 
Oneonta, N.Y, (8920), with 

372, 600 

530, 000 

127, 128 

13,273, 644 

and National Commercial Bank & Trust Co., Albany, 
N.Y. (1301), which had 

7, 346, 205 

19, 653, 795 

4,421,092 

455, 320, 050 

merged Oct. 2, 1964, under charter and title of the latter 
bank (1301). The merged bank at the date of merger 
had 

7, 765, 380 

19, 653,795 : 

5,031,645 

468, 482, 429 

The Citizens National Bank of Corry, Corry, Pa. (4479), 
with 

300, 000 

500, 000 

232,714 1 

10, 963, 243 

and the Marine National Bank of Erie, Erie, Pa. (870), 
which had 

700,000 

1,900, 000 

267, 980 ' 

43, 002, 848 

merged Oct. 2, 1964, under charter of the latter bank 
(870), and with the title “Marine National Bank.” : 
The merged bank at the date of merger had 

1,000,000 

2, 400, 000 

500, 694 

53, 966, 092 

Spokane National Bank, Spokane, Wash.** (14866), with 

500, 000 

150, 000 

147, 464 

6, 210, 207 

and National Bank of Washington, Tacoma, Wash. 
(3417), which had 

5, 600, 000 

6,900 000 

4, 529, 258 

247.159, 412 

merged Oct. 2, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (3417). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

5, 858, 262 

7, 291,737 

4, 676, 722 

253, 369, 620 

Community National Bank, Liberty, N.Y.** (1003/), with., 
and Marine Midland National Bank of Southeastern 
New York, Poughkeepsie, N.Y. (465), which had 

380, 000. 

1, 253, 000 

288, 391 

26, 034, 886 

1,600, 000 

3, 400, 000 

1, 653, 543 

104,687,940 

merged Oct. 9, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (465). The merged bank at the date of 
merger had 

2, 075, 000 

4, 725, 000 

1,754,343 

130, 740, 826 

The Citizens National Bank of Poland, Poland, N.Y. (9804), 

50, 000 

150, 000 

8, 000, 000 

93. 823 

3, 093, 973 

2, 865, 897 

167,647,231 

and the Oneida National Bank & Trust Co. of Central 
New York, Utica, N.Y. (1392), which had 

2, 495, 700 

merged Oct. 16, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (1392). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

2, 535, 700 

8, 500, 000 

' 2, 847, 797 

170,513,128 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-12. — Mergers of national banks., or national and State banks, calendar 1964, with title and location, outstanding 
stock, surplus, undivided profits and reserves, and total assets — Continued 


Title and location of bank 


Tennessee Bank & Trust Co., Houston, Tex., with 

and Houston National Bank, Houston, Tex. (9353), 

which had 

merged Oct. 16, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (9353). The merged bank at the date 

of merger had 

Marshall County Bank, Moundsville, W. Va., with 

and First National Bank at Moundsville, Moundsville, 

W. Va. (14142), which had 

merged Oct- 17, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (14142). The merged bank at the date 

of merger had 

First Security Bank of Twin Falls, Twin Falls, Idaho, with. . 
and First Security Bank of Idaho, National Association, 

Boise, Idaho (14444), which had 

merged Oct. 23, 1 964, under charter and title of the latter 
bank (14444) The merged bank at the date ofmerger had. 

The Bank of Appomattox, Appomattox, Va.*3, with 

and the Fidelity National Bank, Lynchburg, Va. (1522), 

which had 

merged Oct. 24, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (1522). The merged bank at the date 

of merger had 

The Christiana National Bank, Christiana, Pa. (7078), 

with 

and Lancaster County Farmers National Bank, Lan- 
caster, Pa. (683), which had 

merged Oct. 27, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (683). The merged bank at the date 

of merger had 

The Carmll Trust Co., Putnam, Conn., with 

and Hartford National Bank & Trust Co., Hartford, 

Conn. (1338), which had 

merged Nov. 10, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (1338). The merged bank at the date 

of merger had 

The Guilford Trust Co., Guilford, Conn., with 

and the Second National Bank of New’ Haven, New 

Haven, Conn. (227), which had 

merged Nov. 16, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (227). The merged bank at the date 

of merger had 

Citizens State Bank, Aliquippa, Pa., with 

and Western Pennsylvania National Ifenk, McKeesport, 

Pa. (2222), which had 

merged Nov. 21, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (2222). The merged bank at the 

date of merger had 

The National Bank of Lake Ronkonkoma, Lake Ronkon- 

koma, N.Y. (13130), with 

and the Peoples National Bank of Long Island, Pat- 

chogue, N.Y. (12788), which had 

merged Dec. 4, 1964, under the charter and title of the 
latter bank (12788). The merged bank at the date 

of merger had 

Hightstown Trust Co., East Windsor 2* Township, N.J., 

with 

and First Trenton National Bank, Trenton, N.J. (1327), 

which had 

merged Dec. 11, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (1327). The merged bank at the date 

of merger had 

First National Bank & Trust Co. of Hanover, Hanover, 

Pa. (187), with 

and National Bank & Trust Co. of Central Pennsylvania, 

York, Pa. (694), which had 

merged Dec. 14, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (694). The merged bank at the date of 

merger had 

See footnotes at end of table. 


Outstanding 
capital sto^ 

Surplus 

Undivided profits 
and reserves 

Total assets 

$2,300,000 1 

$2, 300, 000 

$928, 334 

$52, 341, 796 

2, 862, 000 

2, 862, 000 ; 

638, 326 

89, 292, 080 

5, 162, 000 
100, 000 

5, 162, 000 
170,000 

1,566, 661 
60,958 

140, 745, 393 
2, 512, 703 

150, 000 

150, 000 

159, 333 

5. 946, 175 

150, 000 
250, 000 

150, 000 
135, 000 

159, 701 
96, 973 

8,556, 138 
3, 865, 088 

6, 657, 000 

9,843,000 

4, 470, 586 

264, 478, 563 

6, 804, 500 
75, 000 

10, 195, 500 
150,000 ; 

4, 452, 559 
122,757 

268, 343, 651 
3, 948, 099 

1, 925,000 

3, 075, 000 i 

436, 443 

78, 109, 431 

2, 025, 000 

3, 225, 000 

534, 200 

81, 778, 300 

60, 000 

160, 000 

66, 663 

2, 636, 838 

2, 470, 320 

5, 529, 680 

1,658, 726 

' 95, 940, 893 

2, 536, 320 
100, 000 

5, 963, 680 
400, 000 

; 1,445,389 

96,959 

98, 577. 731 
8, 561,750 

1 3. 600, 000 

31,400, 000 

11, 513, 080 

587, 874, 261 

13, 740, 000 
180, 000 

31,400, 000 
320, 000 

11, 970, 040 
107, 851 

596,436, 011 
6, 911, 120 

2, 959, 662 

4,598, 375 

1,399, 508 

117, 886,797 

3, 372, 162 
300, 000 

4,685, 875 
300, 000 

1, 384, 445 
126, 927 

124, 816, 331 
4, 168, 838 

8,892,910 

16, 607, 090 

3,711,920 

548, 630, 678 

9,132,910 

16, 967, 090 

3, 838, 847 

552, 799, 516 

275, 000 

475, 000 

279, 395 

15, 536,617 

474, 675 

1,500,000 

621, 371 

' 35,452,546 

680, 925 

1,975, 000 

969,517 

50, 989, 163 

250, 000 

600, 000 

282, 980 

23, 547, 545 

4, 725, 000 

7, 275, 000 

4, 268, 765 

225,260, 467 

5, 047, 500 

7, 952, 500 

4, 401,746 

248, 808,012 

1,000, 000 

2, 000, 000 

775, 465 

30, 166, 156 

5, 667, 020 

6, 832, 980 

3, 762, 046 

165,853, 937 

7, 067, 020 

8, 832, 980 

4,137, 511 

1 

196,020,093 
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Table B-12 . — Mergers oj national banks^ or national and State banks, calendar 1964, with title and location, outstanding 
capital stock, surplus, undivided profits and reserves, and total assets — Continued 


Title and location of bank 

Outstanding 
capital stock 

Surplus 

Undivided profits 
and reserves 

Total assets 

The Citizens National Bank of Covington, Covington, Va. 
(5326), with 

$125, 000 

$1,000, 000 

*106,145 

$15, 231,684 

and the First National Exchange Bank of Virginia, 
Roanoke, Va. (2737), which had 

6, 279,510 

11,125,010 

2, 240, 043 

245, 641,387 

merged Dec. 15, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (2737). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

6. 779, 510 

12,125,010 

1,971, 188 

260, 492, 687 

The Farmers National Bank of Bloomsburg, Bloomsburg, 
Pa. (4543), with 

100, 000 

600, COO 

263, 868 

8, 629, 066 

and Miners National Bank of Wilkes-Barre, Wilkes- 
Barre, Pa. (13852), which had 

2, 775, 000 

5, 000, 000 

2, 548,086 

107,470, 802 

merged Dec. 16, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (13852). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

3, 025, 000 

6,000,000 

2,134,515 

116,099,867 

The Garden State National Bank of Teaneck, Teaneck, 
N.J. (12402), with 

500,000 ; 

1,100, 000 

547, 737 

37, 758, 612 

and National Community Bank of Rutherford, Ruther- 
ford, N.J. (5005), which had 

4, 987, 500 

5, 200, 000 

1,953,636 

172, 029,741 

merged Dec. 18, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (5005). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

6, 237, 500 

6, 800, 000 

1,160, 204 

209, 631,312 

The First National Bank in Gadsden, Gadsden, Ala. (13728), 
with 

500, 000 

500, 000 

768, 232 

18, 672, 359 

and State National Bank of Alabama, Decatur, Ala. 
(14414), which had 

2, 000, 000 

4, 000, GOO 

2,192, 856 

117, 934,892 

merged Dec. 19, 1964, under charter and title of the 
latter bank (14414). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

2, 500, 000 

4, 500, 000 

2, 961, 192 

136, 357, 300 

The Sciota Bank, Commercial Point, Ohio, with 

25, 000 

25, 000 

16, 141 

593, 387 

and the First National Bank of Circleville, Circleville, 
Ohio (118), which had 

209, 150 

400, 000 

191,521 

9, 526,219 

merged Dec. 29, 1964, under the charter and title of 
the latter bank (118). The merged bank at the date 
of merger had 

227, 650 

400, 000 

239, 162 

10,119, 606 

The Commercial National Bank of Spartanburg,*® Spartan- 
burg, S.C. (14211), with 

825, 000 

1, 300, 000 

563, 146 

35, 125, 953 

and the First National Bank of South Carolina of Colum- 
bia, Columbia, S.C. (13720), which had 

2, 553, 505 

5, 446, 495 

1,399, 673 

131, 858, 382 

merged Dec. 31 , 1 964, under charter of the First National 
Bank of South Carolina of Columbia (13720), and 
under title “The First Commercial National Bank of 
South Carolina.” The merged bank at the date of 
merger had 

3,234,130 

6, 765, 870 

1, 605, 730 

165, 050, 102 

The Windsor County National Bank of Windsor, Windsor, 
Vt. (13685), with 

100, 000 

100,000 

434, 055 

5,659, 651 

and Vermont National & Savings Bank, Brattleboro, 
Brattleboro, Vt. (1430), which had 

®o 1, 554, 000 

1, 096, 000 

386, 042 

44, 284, 550 

merged Dec. 31, 1964, under charter of the latter bank 
(1430), and title “Vermont National Bank.” The 
merged bank at the date of merger had 

80 1, 784, 000 

1,196, 000 

678, 801 

49, 964, 477 


With 1 outside branch. 

*.«.5With 1 outside office. 

® With 2 outside offices. 

’ Includes the sale of 12,500 additional shares of common 
stock, par $10. 

® With 2 outside offices. 

® With 1 outside office. 

*0 With 1 local office. 

With 7 local offices. 

With 1 local office, 
w With 1 local and 1 outside office. 

“ With 1 local office. 

** With 3 local branches. 


** With 2 local branches. 

Includes the sale of 5,000 additional shares of common 
stock, par $10. 

18,19,30.21 With 1 local branch. 

2* With 2 local branches. 

^ With 1 local branch. 

With 1 outside branch, 
as With 1 local branch. 

With 2 outside branches,, 

With 1 outside branch, 
s® With 8 outside branches. 

With 1 outside branch, 
w Indudes $704,000 prefeired capital stock. 
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Table B-13. — Xumber of domestic branches of national banks opened for business^ calendar 1964, by States, hanks, 

and type of branch 


Charter 

Ao. 


Title and location oj bank 


Branches opened jor business 


Other 

than 

local 


Total 


11753 

3041 

3185 

6380 

14414 

5249 

4067 

15402 


The Commercial National Bank of Anniston . . 

The First National Bank of Anniston 

The First National Bank of Birmingham 

First National Bank of Decatur 

State National Bank of Alabama, Decatur. . . . 

The First National Bank of Dothan 

The First National Bank of Huntsville 

Baldwin National Bank of Robertsdale 


3728 ' First National Bank of Arizona, Phoenix 

14324 \ The Valley National Bank of Arizona, Phoenix. 


7346 

14606 

14000 

13949 

13958 

15313 

10004 

12156 

7138 


14670 

13348 

14695 

15089 

15239 

14823 

14632 

2491 

14997 
15323 

6919 

6268 

8181 

14998 
15276 
15174 
10391 
13044 

9653 
1741 
*14939 
2158 
15047 
14891 
15217 
15149 
13178 I 
15092 [ 
*14980 1 


The First National Bank of Fayetteville 

First National Bank of Jonesboro 

The Commercial National Bank of Little Rock. 

The First National Bank in Little Rock 

Union National Bank of Little Rock 

First National Bank in Osceola 

National Bank of Commerce of Paragould 

The Peoples National Bank of Stuttgart 

The State National Bank of Texarkana 


GAIIFORNIA 

Community National Bank of Kem County, Bakersfield 

Beverly Hills National Bank, Beverly Hills 

City National Bank, Beverly Hills 

First National Bank of Daly City 

Gateway National Bank, El Segundo 

Valley National Bank, Glendale 

First National Bank of Long Beach 

Security First National Bank, Los Angeles 

Wilshire National Bank, Los Angeles 

Civic National Bank, Marina Del Rey 

Central Valley National Bank, Oakland 

First National Bank and Trust Company, Ontario 

The First National Bank of Orange County, Orange 

Security National Bank of Monterey County, Pacific Grove 

Palm Springs National Bank, Palm Springs 

Sierra National Bank, Petaluma 

United States National Bank, San Diego 

Bank of America National Trust and Savings Association, San Francisco. 

The Bank of California, National .Association, San Francisco 

Crocker-Citizens National Bank, San Francisco 

Golden Gate National Bank, San Francisco 

'Ji'he First National Bank of San Jose 

lle<lwood National Bank, San. Rafael 

Santa Barbara National Bank, Santa Barbara 

iahoe National Bank, Stateline. ... 

'Hburon National Bank, Tiburori 

The First National Bank of Vista 

Security National Bank of Contra Costa, Walnut Creek 

ban Francisco National Bank, San Francisco 


4 i 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

15 

1 

1 

3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

4 
23 

4 
28 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

5 


335 

4 


OONMltCTICU'f 


The CoviiiccticuT National Bank, Bridgeport 

I'he State National P;ar.k of Connccricut, Bridgeport 

Branch alsf.i authorized fen a Nonnational Bank in the District of Columbia. 


2 i 
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Table B-13 . — Number of domestic branches of national banks opened for business, calendar 1964, by States, banks, 

and type of branch — Continued 


Charter 

JVb. 

Title and location of bank 

Branches opened for bxisiness 

Local '■ 

Other 

than 

local 

Total 


coNNECTicUT^-continued 




1338 



4 

4 

2 

The First New Haven National Bank, New Haven 

1 

1 

2 

111 



2 

2 

13704 



1 

1 

15040 





780 



1 

1 


DISTRICT OF COLLUMBIA * 




15013 





2038 





15127 





5046 






GEORGIA 




1639 





1559 



1 

1 

13550 


1 


1 

13068 


3 

3 


HAWAII 




14911 


1 


1 


IDAHO 



14444 



3 

3 

1668 



3 i 

3 


INDIANA 


j 


152 



1 

1 

206 



1 

1 

2188 




1 

13818 




1 

15455 

Bank of Indiana, National Association, Gary 

3 

2 

5 

14468 



1 

1 

14379 




1 

14529 



1 

1 

13759 





869 





14519 





14175 



2 

2 

14921 



1 

1 

1988 


1 



4800 


1 

1 1 

47 




! 1 

3864 



1 

! 1 

13888 




1 

14'^80 




1 

2043 




1 


IOWA 




2841 




1 





1 






13785 

The Montgomery County National Bank of Red Oak 

1 


1 


KENTUCKY 




718 


1 


1 

2927 

First Georgetown National Bank & Trust Go., Gcoiwtown 

1 


1 


* 1 branch also authorized for a Nonnational Bank in the District of Columbia, 
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Table B-13. — Number of domestic branches of national banks opened for business, calendar 1964, by States, banks, 

and type of branch — Continued 


Charter 

No, 

Title and location of hank 

Branches opened for business 

Local 

Other 

than 

local 

Total 


KENTUCKY — Continued 




12295 



1 

1 

14840 



1 

1 

2901 



1 

1 

14320 : 

Liberty National Bank & Trust Go. of Louisville 

1 

2 

3 

4765 : 


1 


1 






LOUISIANA 




9834 : 

Louisiana National Bank of Baton Rouge 

1 

1 

2 

13732 



1 

1 

14753 



1 

1 

5023 


1 


1 

14849 


1 


1 

14477 ' 


1 


1 

13345 i 



1 

1 

14685 i 



1 

1 

i 

MAINE 




2260 



1 

1 


MARYLAND 




1244 


1 


1 

1413 



2 

2 

13745 



1 ! 

1 

15102 


1 


1 

14864 



1 1 

1 

15051 



1 1 

1 

4364 

The Citizens National Bank of Laurel 

1 

1 I 

2 

15098 



1 

1 

7064 



1 

1 

5623 



1 

1 

13776 

The Garrett National Bank in Oakland 

1 

1 

2 

14937 

American National Bank of Maryland, Silver Spring 

1 

1 , 

2 

15154 



1 1 

1 

14985 



2 ' 

2 


MASSACHUSETTS 




11868 ! 



1 

1 

15052 ; 


1 


1 

200 1 


2 


2 

5155 


1 


1 

475 


1 


1 

779 



1 

1 

14087 



1 j 

1 

11510 


1 


1 

614 



2 

2 

1129 


1 


1 

2618 



1 

1 

6077 



1 

1 

7452 

Sccurity-Danvers National Bank, Lynn 

1 2 

1 

i 3 

14834 


i 1 


1 

736 



1 

1 

1082 


1 


1 

14798 



2 

2 

15005 


1 


1 

308 


1 


1 

416 



1 

1 

7297 



1 

1 

1022 



1 


1135 

The Mechanics National Bank of Worcester 

2 

1 

3 

14850 

Worcester County National Bank, Worcester 

1 

1 

2 

516 

The First National Bank of Yarmouth, Yarmouth Port 


; 1 

1 
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Table B-13 . — Number of domestic branches of national banks opened for business^ calendar 1964, by States, banks, 

and type of branch — Continued 


Branches opened for business 


Charter 


Title and location of bank 


Local 


MICHIGAN 


14641 

13833 

14881 

14925 

13738 

14948 

13671 

15367 

13820 

191 

15234 

14032 

15444 

15420 

15167 

14523 

600 

15286 

13807 


Peoples National Bank & Trust Co. of Bay City 

Fanners & Merchants National Bank in Benton Harbor. . 

First National Bank of Big Rapids 

City National Bank of Detroit 

Manufacturers National Bank of Detroit 

Michigan Bank, National Association, Detroit 

National Bank of Detroit 

City Bank & Trust Go,, National Association, Jackson. . . 
The American National Bank & Trust Co. of Kalamazoo 

The First National Bank & Trust Co. of Kalamazoo 

First National Bank of Lake City 

Michigan National Bank, Lansing 

Livonia National Bank, Livonia 

Central National Bank of St. Johns 

National Bank of Southfield 

First National Bank, Sturgis 

The First National Bank of Three Rivers 

First National Bank of Wyoming 

The National Bank of Ypsilanti 


1 

1 


3 

3 

4 
2 
1 


3 


1 

1 

1 

1 

2 


15284 

14538 

14487 

3258 

12587 


MISSISSIPPI 

First National Bank of Clarksdale 1 

NationalBankofCommerceofCorinth 1 

Gulf National Bank of Gulfport 

First NationalBankofVicksburg 1 

The Delta National Bank of Yazoo City 1 


MISSOURI 


1770 The Boone County National Bank of Columbia. 
2919 The Third National Bank of Sedalia 


1 

1 


NEVADA 


7038 


First National Bank of Nevada, Reno, Nev. 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 


2447 

1353 

12889 

13764 

559 

1645 

4037 

574 

1059 

1310 

2240 

19 

1180 

1333 


The Mcchanicks National Bank of Concord 

Strafford National Bank, Dover 1 

The Rockingham National Bzink of Exeter 

Farmington National Bank, Farmington 

The Cheshire National Bank of Keeue 

The Laconia National Bank, Laconia 1 

The Peoples National Bank of Laconia 1 

The Amoskeag National Bank of Manchester 1 

The Manchester National Bank, Manchester 1 

The Indian Head National Bank of Nashua 

The Second National Bank of Nashua 2 

The First National Bank of Portsmouth 

First Somersworth-RoUinsford National Bank, Soraersworth 

The Citizens’ National Bank of Tilton 


NEW JERSEY 


13363 

3866 

1209 

14936 

1114 

3168 

4365 

2331 

892 


First Merchants National Bank, Asbu^ Park 

The First National Bank of Somerset County, N.J., Bound Brook 

First Camden National Bank & Trust Company, Camden 

Cherry Hill National Bank, Cherry Hill Township 1 

First Clinton National Bank, Clinton 

The First National Bank of Cranbury 

Citizens National Bank of Englewood 1 

The Flemington National Bank & Trust Co., Flemington 

The Hunterdon County National Bank of Flemington 1 


Other 

than 

local 


1 

1 


3 

5 

3 

4 
4 
1 
3 
1 
2 


1 


1 


1 


2 


1 


1 

1 

1 


1 


1 

1 

1 


1 

1 

1 


1 

1 

1 

1 


Total 


1 

1 

1 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

3 

4 
1 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 


1 

1 

1 

1 

2 


2 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 
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Table B-13 . — Number of domestic branches of national banks opened for business, calendar 1964, by States, banks, 

and type of branch — Continued 




Branches opened for business 

Charter 

Title and location oj bank 




No. 



Other 




Local 

than 

V otal 




local 



NEW JERSEY — continued 




15255 

First Bank & Trust Go., National Association, Fords. 


3 

3 

14457 

Haddonfield National Bank, Haddonfield 


1 

1 

8227 

The Hardyston National Bank of Hamburg 


1 

1 



1 


1 

12022 

Peoples National Bank of Camden County, Laurel Springs 


1 

1 



1 


1 



1 


1 

1113 

The First National Iron Bank of Morristown 


1 

1 

15297 

New Jersey National Bank & Trust Go., Neptune 


8 

8 



1 


1 

925 

The Sussex & Merchants National Bank of Newton 

1 

1 

2 

5981 

The First National Bank & Trust Go., of Paulsboro 


1 

1 

1239 

The Phillipsburg National Bank & Trust Co., PhilHpsburg 


1 

1 

2257 

The Monmouth County National Bank, Red Bank 


1 

1 

5005 

National Community Bank of Rutherford 


6 

6 

3922 

The City National Bank & Trust Co. of Salem 


1 

1 

15375 

Peoples National Bank of Sparta 


1 

1 

6692 

Citizens National Bank of Morris County, Succasunna 


1 

1 

2509 

The First National Bank of Toms River, N.J 


1 

1 

1327 

First Trenton National Bank, Trenton 


3 

3 

7265 

The First National Bank of WUIiamstown 


1 

1 


NEW MEXICO 




6597 

The First National Bank of Belen 


1 

1 

8397 

First National Bank of Curry County, Qovis 


1 

1 

15312 

First National Bank of Rio Arriba, Espanola 


3 

3 

14628 

First National Bank of Hobbs 

1 


1 

5220 

The First National Bank of Roswell 


2 

2 


NEW YORK 




1301 

National Commercial Bank & Trust Co., Albany 


5 

5 

202 

First-City National Bank of Binghamton, N.Y 

1 


1 

15080 

Liberty National Bank & Trust Co., Buffalo 


3 

3 

12586 

The First National Bank of Cairo 


1 

1 

13590 

United National Bank, GalUcoon 


1 

1 

8531 

The St. Lawrence County National Bank, Canton 


1 

1 

12746 

Northern Westchester National Bank, Chappaqua 


2 

2 

11511 

Tinker National Bank, East Setauket 


1 

1 

13004 

The Endicott National Bank, Endicott 


1 

1 

12987 

The Hampton Bays National Bank, Hampton Bays 


1 

1 

6587 

Security National Bank of Long Island, Huntington 


4 

4 

10855 

The Kerhonkson National Bank, Kerhonkson 


1 

1 



1 


1 

4925 

The Sullivan County National Bank of Liberty 


1 

1 

13956 

County National Bank, Middletown 


3 

3 





1 

12997 

Franklin National Bank, Mineola 


7 

7 

13955 

First Westchester National Bank, New Rochelle 


1 

1 

1461 

First National C'ity Bank, New York 

3 

6 

14 

7703 

Meadow Brook National Bank, New York 


i 

1 

15029 

Kovai National Bank of New York 

1 

1 

2 




1 

1 

14734 

Tappan Zee National Bank, Nvack 



1 

12788 

The Peoples National Bank cl Long Island, Patchogue 


] 

1 

981 

The Stissinsj National Bank of Pine Plains 




1 

465 

Marine Midland National Bank of Southeastern New York, Poughkeepsie 


2 

2 

1226 

The Mohawk National Bank of Schenectady 


1 

1 



1 

1 

5846 

Rockland National Bank, Suffern. 


3 

3 

1 3303 

I incoln National Bank & T rust Co- of Central New York, Syracuse 


2 

2 

1342 

I he Ivfcrchants National Bank & Trust Co. of Syracuse. 


9 

2 

963 

t3'.)2 

'fhe Union National Bank of Troy 

hr Oneida Natioiial Bank & T rust Co. of Centra! New York, Utica 


1 

1 

t 

1 
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Table B-13 . — Humber of domestic branches of national banks opened for business, calendar 1964, by States, banks, 

and type of branch — Continued 


Charter 

No. 

Title and location of bank 

1 

Branches opemd for business 

Local 

Other 

than 

local 

Total 


NEW YORK — continued 




11881 



2 

2 

10155 



1 

1 

10525 


i 

1 

1 


NORTH CAROLINA 




9164 



4 

4 

13761 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte 

i 

4 

5 

4597 


1 


1 

14676 



4 

4 

12259 



1 

1 

10610 



3 

3 

5450 



1 

1 

4947 



1 

1 


NORTH DAKOTA 




13398 


1 


1 

13790 


1 


1 


OHIO 







1 

1 

975 



2 

2 

n096 


1 


1 

178 


1 


1 

118 



1 

1 

15423 

The Capital National Bank, Cleveland 

i 

3 

4 

4318 

Central National Bank of Cleveland 

2 

2 

4 

786 



1 

1 

14761 



1 

1 

7621 

The ditv National Bank & Trust Co. of Columbus 

2 

1 

3 

7745 


2 


2 

1788 


1 


1 

10 ' 


1 

1 

2604 



1 

1 

i 



1 

1 

1'^7fi7 i 



1 

1 

15456 

The Central Security National Bank of Lorain County, Lorain 

4 

2 

6 



1 


1 



1 


1 

5370 


1 


1 

350 

The Second National Bank of Ravenna 

1 1 

1 

2 




1 

1 



1 


1 


OLKAHOMA 






1 


1 

15333 


1 


1 


OREGON 







1 

1 

1553 

First National Bank of Oregon, Portland 

1 

3 

4 




3 1 

3 

14860 


1 


1 


PENNSYLVANIA 




373 



1 

1 




1 

1 



1 


1 

2137 

The National Bank of Boyertown 


1 

1 
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Table B"13 . — Number of domestic branches of national banks opened for business^ calendar 1964, by States, banks, 

and type of branch — Continued 


Charter 

jVo. 

! Title and location of bank 

Branches opened for business 

Local 

Other 

than 

local 

Total 


PENNSYLVANIA — Continued 




10232 



1 

1 

575 


1 


; 1 

5019 


' 1 


1 

5084 



1 

i 1 

870 



1 

1 

14051 



1 

1 

5920 



1 

1 

5454 



1 

1 

14055 


1 


1 

249 



3 

3 

580 

The Harrisburg National Bank & Trust Co., Harrisburg 

1 

1 

2 

31 


1 


1 

683 



1 

1 

5502 


1 


1 

10506 



1 

1 

4625 : 



' 1 

1 

2222 



7 

7 

5496 



1 

1 

2223 



2 : 

2 

5077 



1 

1 

14542 



2 1 

2 

723 



3 i 

3 

539 



2 ! 

2 

15422 

Provident National Bank, Philadelphia 

17 

11 i 

28 

6301 

Mellon National Bank & Trust Co., Pittsburgh 

2 

4 ■ 

6 

252 



9 

9 

705 

The Union National Bank of Pittsl^rgh 

5 : 

8 

13 

1663 1 



2 i 

2 

77 i 



1 

1 

8764 



3 

3 

12261 ^ 


1 


1 

11866 I 



1 

1 

328 



3 

3 

13852 I 



1 

1 

694 i 



2 1 

2 


RHODE ISLAND 




1302 



1 

1 


! SOUTH CAROLINA 




14425 1 

The Citizens & Southern National Bank of South Carolina, Charleston 

1 

7 . 

8 

2044 



2 

2 

13720 ^ 



2 

2 

15229 : 



1 

1 

14950 


1 


1 

14341 


1 


1 

15025 



1 

1 

9533 



1 

1 


■ TENNESSEE 




3341 



1 

1 

14760 



1 

1 

14710 


1 


1 

8443 



1 ; 

1 

13635 


1 


1 

14279 



1 ; 

1 

336 

The First National Bank of Memphis 

1 

4 

5 

13681 


1 


1 

13349 


2 


2 

8025 


1 


1 

9319 

The P'irst National Bank of Mount Pleasant 


1 1 

1 
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Table B^14. — Xumber of domestic branches of national banks closed, calendar 1964, by states, banks, and type of branch 


Charter 

Ab. 

Title and locedion of bank 

Branches closed 

Local 

Other 
than local 

Total 


Total: 33 banks 

24 

26 

50 


CALIFORNIA 




6919 



1 

1 

10391 




1 

1 

13044 



2 

2 


GEORGIA 




1559 


1 


1 

13068 



2 

2 


KENTUCKY 




3832 


1 


1 


LOUISIANA 




13689 


1 


1 


MARYLAND 




1413 



2 

2 

13776 



1 

1 

14846 

National Bank of Maryland, Silver Spring 


1 

1 


MASSACHUSETTS 




779 



1 

1 


MICHIGAN 




13820 


1 


1 


MISSOURI 




9042 


1 


1 

6272 


1 


1 


NEBRASKA 




14340 


1 


1 


NEW JERSEY 




12195 

The First National Bank of Park Ridge 



2 

2 


NEW MEXICO 




7503 

The First National Bank of Hagerman 



1 

1 

13438 


1 


1 


NEW YORK 




15080 


1 


1 

12586 

The First National Bank of Cairo . . 


2 

2 

5271 

The First National Bank of Mount Vernon 

1 

2 

3 

13080 


1 


1 

1461 


1 


1 


NORTH CAROLINA 




13761 

North Carolina National Bank, Charlotte 

1 

3 

4 
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Tabi-E B-14. — Number of domestic branches of national banks closed, calendar 1964, by states, banks, and type of 

branch — Continued 


CharUT 


Branches closed 

No. 

Title and location oj bank 

, Local 

Other 
than local 

Total 

7744 

OHIO 

1 


1 

1233 

PENNSYLVANIA 

1 


1 

213 


4 


4 

77 : 



1 1 

1 

1302 

RHODE ISLAND 

1 

1 

1 

14425 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

1 

1 

1 

1 

13681 

TENNESSEE 

! 

1 

1 

3614 


1 


1 

3484 

VERMONT 

1 


1 

1 

13775 

VIRGINIA 

The Citizeos National Bank of Hampton 


1 

4 
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Table B— 15. — Principal assets and liabilities of national banks^ by deposit size, December 1963 and 1964 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 



Number 
of banks 

Loans and securities 

Cash, bal- 
ances with 
other banks, 
including 
reserves 
with Fed- 
eral Re- 
serve banks 

Real es- 
tate 

assets 

'Total 

assets 

Capital 
stock t 

Surplus, 

undivided 

profits, 

and 

reserves 

Deposits 

'/ otal 

Loans and 
discounts * 
and Fed- 
eral funds 
sold 

VS. Gov- 
ernment 
obligations, 
direct and 
guaranteed 

Other 
bonds and 
securities 

Total 

Demand 

Time and 
Savings 

1963 














Total 

4,615 

$135, 990 

$83, 388 

$33, 384 

$19, 218 

$28, 635 

$2, 595 

$170, 233 

$4, 029 

$9, 519 

$150, 823 

$89, 389 

$61, 434 

Banks with deposits of — 














L.ess than Sl.O 

132 

88 

47 

36 

5 

32 

3 

123 

15 

17 

91 

68 

23 

$1.0 to $1.9 

388 

565 

305 

214 

45 

122 

12 

702 

37 

66 

593 

385 

207 

$2.0 to $4.9 

1, 316 

4, 205 

2, 209 

1,489 

507 

801 

80 

5, 100 

139 

394 

4, 526 

2,704 

1,822 

S5.0 to S9.9 

1, 145 

7,585 

3, 984 

2,516 

1,084 

1,331 

140 

9, 082 

205 

610 

8, 166 

4, 604 

3, 562 

SIO.O to $24.9 

935 

13, 379 

7, 233 

4, 144 

2, 003 

2, 260 

274 

16, 037 

363 

946 

14, 450 

7, 977 

6, 472 

$25.0 to $49.9 

329 

10, 579 

5.831 

3, 226 

1,521 

1,773 

224 

12,739 

303 

693 

11,456 

6, 470 

4, 985 

$50.0 to $99.9 

167 

10, 854 

6,176 

3, 171 

1,507 

1,917 

208 

13, 257 

315 

704 

11, 895 

7,019 

4, 876 

$100.0 to $499.9 

164 

31,966 

20, 328 

7, 550 

4, 088 

1,61^ 

678 

41, 052 

965 

2, 212 

36, 552 

23, 720 

12, 832 

Over $500.0 

39 

56, 769 

37, 275 

11,037 

8,457 

12, 726 

976 

72, 143 

1,688 

3,%11 

63, 095 

36, 441 

26, 654 

1964 














Total 

4, 773 

149, 944 

95, 577 

33, 537 

20, 830 

34, 066 

2,789 

190, 113 

4, 790 

10, 258 

169, 617 

98, 660 

70. 957 

Banks with deposits of—' 














Less than $1.0 

114 

79 

44 

32 

3 

26 

5 

112 

15 

18 

78 

57 

20 

$1.0 to $1.9. 

394 

572 

323 

209 

40 

133 

15 

725 

44 

70 

604 

391 

213 

$2.0 to $4.9 

1, 303 

4, 107 

2, 276 

1, 370 

462 

830 

82 

5,048 

163 

y72 

4, 466 

2,619 

1,847 

$5.0 to $9.9 

1, 181 

7, 707 

4, 229 

2, 393 

1,085 

1,433 

150 

9, 342 

216 

585 

8, 437 

4, 659 

3, 778 

$10.0 to $24.9 

1, 029 

14, 662 

8, 341 

4, 128 

2, 194 

2, 671 

301 

17, 801 

409 

1,008 

16, 100 

8, 768 

7, 332 

$25.0 to $49.9 

339 

10,715 

6, 209 

2, 891 

1,615 

1,929 

220 

13, 039 

304 

669 

11, 778 

6, 524 

5, 254 

$50.0 to $99.9 

185 

11, 502 

6, 696 

3, 136 

1,670 

2, 311 

227 

14,210 

342 

728 

12, 831 

7, 307 

5, 524 

$100.0 to $499.9 

176 

32, 328 

20, 969 

7, 147 

4, 211 

8, 223 

655 

41, 793 

1, 058 

2, 107 

37, 600 

23,712 

13, 888 

Over $500.0 

52 

68, 271 

46, 491 

12, 231 

9, 549 

16, 509 

1, 133 

88, 042 

2, 239 

4,701 

77, 723 

44, 622 

33, 101 


♦Includes rediscounts and overdrafts, 
jincludes capital notes and debentures. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B-16 . — Dates oj reports of condition of national banks, 1914-1964 


[For dates of previous calls, see AR report for 1920, vol. 2, table No. 42, p. 150] 


Tear 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Mar, 

Apr. 


June 

Juty 

Aug. 

Sept, 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Dec. 

1914 

13 


4 



30 



12 

31 


31 

1915 



4 


1 

23 



2 


10 

31 

1916 



7 


1 

30 



12 


17 

27 

1917 



5 


1 

20 



11 


20 

31 

1918 



4 


10 

29 


31 



1 

31 

1919 



4 


12 

30 



12 


17 

31 

1920 


28 



4 

30 



8 > 


15 

29 

1921 


21 


28 


30 



6 



31 

1922 



10 


5 

30 



15^ 



29 

1923 



3 


30 



14 



31 

1924 



31 , 



30 




10 


31 

1925 






30 



28 



31 

1926 




12 : 


30 






31 

1927 



23 



30 




io 


31 

1928 


28 




30 




' 3 


31 

1929 



27 



29 




4 


31 

1930 



27 



30 



24 



31 

1931 



25 



30 



29 



31 

1932 






30 



30 



31 

1933 






30 




25 


30 

1934 



5 



! 30 




17 


31 

1935 



4 



29 





1 

31 

1936 



4 



30 






31 

1937 



31 



i 30 






31 

1938 



7 



30 



28 



31 

1939 



29 



30 




2 


30 

1940 



26 



29 






31 

1941 




4 


30 



24 



31 

1942 




4 


30 






31 

1943 






30 




18 


31 

1944 




13 


30 






30 

1945 



20 



30 






31 

1946 





29 



30 



31 

1947 






30 




6 


31 

1948 




12 


30 






31 

1949 




11 


30 





1 

31 

1950 




24 


30 




4 


30 

1951 




9 


30 




10 


31 

1952 



31 



30 



5 



31 

1953 




20 


30 



30 



31 

1954 




15 


30 




7 


31 

1955 




11 


30 




5 


31 

1956 




10 


30 



26 



31 

1957 



14 


6 




11 


31 

1958 



4 



23 



24 



31 

1959 



12 



10 




6 


31 

I960 



15 



15 




3 


31 

1961 




12 


30 



27 



30 

1962 



26 



30 



28 



28 

1963 



18 



29 



30 



20 

1964 




15 


30 




1 


31 
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Notes 

Act of Feb. 25, 1863, provided for reports of condition on 
the 1st of each quarter before commencement of business. 

Act of June 3, 1864 — 1st Monday of January, April, July, 
and October, before commencement of business, on form pre- 
scribed by Comptroller (in addition to reports on 1st Tue^ay 
of each month showing condition at commencement of busi- 
ness in respect to certain items; i.e., loans, specie, deposits, 
and circulation). 

Act of Mar. 3, 1869, not less than 5 reports per year, on form 
prescribed by Comptroller, at dose of business on any past date 
by him specified. 

Act of Dec. 28, 1922, minimum number of calls reduced from 
5 to 3 per year. 

.Act of Feb. 25, 1927, authorized a vice president or an 
assistant cashier designated by the board of directors to verify 
reports of condition in absence of president and cashier. 

Act of June 16, 1933, requires each national bank to furnish 
and publish not less than 3 reports each year of affiliates other 
than member banks, as of dates identical with those for which 
the Comptroller shall during such year require reports of 
condition of the bank. The report of each affiliate shall con- 
tain such information as in the judgment of the Comptroller 
shall be necessary to disclose fully the relations between the 
affiliate and the bank and to enable the Comptroller to inform 
himself as to the effect of such relations upon the affairs of the 
bank. 

Sec. 21(a) of the Banking Act of 1933 provided, in part, 
that after June 16, 1934, it would be unlawful for any private 


bank not under state supervision to continue the transaction 
of business unless it submitted to periodic examination by the 
Comptroller of the Currency or the Federal Reserve bank of the 
district, and made and published periodic reports of conditions 
the same as required of national banks under sec. 521 1 , 
U.SJ1..S. Sec. 21(a) of the Banking Act of 1933, however, 
was amended by sec. 303 of the Banking Act of 1935, approved 
Aug. 23, 1935, under the provisions of which private banks 
are no longer required to submit to examination by the Comp- 
trolls or Federal Reserve bank, nor are they required to make 
to the Comptroller and publish periodic reports of condition. 
(5 calls for reports of condition of private banks were made 
by the Comptroller, the first one for June 30, 1934, and the 
last one for June 29, 1935.) 

Sec. 7(aX3) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (Title 
12, U.S.G., sec. 1817(a)) of July 14, 1960, provides, in part, 
that, effective Jan. 1, 1961, each insured national bank shall 
make to the Comptroller of the Currency 4 reports of condi- 
tion annually upon dates to be selected by the Comptroller, the 
Chairman of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, and the Chairman of the Board of Directors of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, or a majority thereof. 
2 dates shall be selected within the semiannual period of Janu- 
ary to June, inclusive, and 2 within the semiannual period of 
July to December, inclusive. Sec. 161 of Title 12 also pro- 
vides that the Comptroller of the Currency may call for addi- 
tional reports of condition, in such form and containing such 
information as he may prescribe, on dates to be fixed by him, 
and may call for specif reports from any particular associa- 
tion whenever in his judgment the same are necessary for use 
in the performance of his supervisory duties. 
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Table B— 1 7. — Number, total, and principal assets, liabilities, and capital accounts of national banks, by States, June 30, 1964 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 


State 

1 

Number 
of banks 


Total 

assets 

Cask 

assets^ 

U.S. 

Govern’ 

ment- 

obliga- 

tions, 

net^ 

State and 
local 

securities, 
net A 

Other 
bonds, 
notes, 
rut A 

Loans 

and 

discounts, 
net A 

Federal 

funds 

sold 

Direct 

lease 

financing 

Fixed 

assets 

United States f 

4, 702 

$175,107 , 

$29, 513 

$31,551 

$17, 591 

$2, 191 

$88,519 

$761 

$47 

$2, 683 

Alabama 

78 

2,117 

394 

422 

229 

22 

994 

11 

0 

33 

Alaska 

5 

235 

39 

58 

13 

7 

109 

0 

0 

7 

Arizona. 

3 

1,464 

182 

181 

88 

14 

935 

10 

0 

33 

Arkansas 

62 

960 

187 

166 

118 

16 

451 

3 

(t) 

15 

California 

71 

24, 931 

3, 773 

3, 463 

2, 304 

260 

14,218 

39 

33 

431 

Colorado 

110 

2,054 

386 ' 

374 

126 

6 

1,086 

11 

(t) 

48 

Connecticut 

24 

1,598 

259 ‘ 

192 

221 

4 

871 

7 

(t) 

34 

Delaware 

5 1 

22 

3 

6 

1 

(t) 

11 

0 

0 

1 

District of Columbia 

7 ; 

1,243 

243 

303 

66 

5 

585 

14 

0 

20 

Florida 

177 ' 

4, 495 

890 

1,062 

363 

85 

1,925 

15 

(t) 

120 

Georgia ; 

54 

2, 300 

509 

316 

168 

16 ; 

1,223 

6 

1 

45 

Hawaii 

2 

367 

47 

64 

35 

1 

204 

0 

0 

12 

Idaho 

10 

602 

79 

107 

49 

4 

348 

0 

0 

11 

IIHnois 

407 

16,514 

2, 601 

: 3, 355 

1, 839 

413 

7, 836 

65 

(t) 

120 

Indiana 

123 

3, 914 

734 

922 

309 

63 

1,771 

37 

1 

51 

Iowa 

101 

1,355 

302 

283 

114 

19 

612 

0 

(t) 

18 

Kansas 

169 

1,724 

304 

405 

195 

25 

757 

10 


20 

Kentucky 

83 

1,321 

246 

302 

123 

19 

602 

5 

h) 

17 

Louisiana 

47 

2, 452 

484 

562 

224 

16 

1,097 

18 

1 

30 

Maine 

22 

424 

60 

70 

36 

3 

243 

1 

0 

9 

Maryland 

48 

1,758 

312 

332 

144 

18 

879 

30 

0 

27 

Massachusetts 

22 

4, 901 

932 

698 

337 

16 

2, 723 

57 

(t) 

57 

Michigan 

90 

7,013 

1,096 

1,533 

840 

28 

3, 348 

20 

5 

78 

Minnesota 

192 

3, 849 

711 

743 

308 

81 

1,894 

15 

1 

64 

Mississippi 

30 

551 

101 

109 

65 

4 

257 

0 

0 

13 

Missouri 

88 

2, 824 

622 

516 

258 

18 

1,325 

32 


34 

Montana 

47 

562 

81 

119 

46 

11 

289 

0 


11 

Nebraska 

122 

1,462 

282 

258 

107 

20 

767 

0 

(f) 

19 

Nevada 

3 

446 

54 

68 

42 

(i) 

257 

1 

0 

18 

New Hampshire 

50 

407 

66 

66 

28 

1 

234 

1 

0 

8 

New Jersey 

144 

5, 825 

775 

1, 110 

792 

124 

2, 878 

25 

1 

78 

New Mexico 

33 

667 

119 

163 

36 

3 

314 

18 

0 

11 

New York 

207 

18,162 

2, 975 

2, 741 

2,125 

152 

9, 315 

38 

1 

240 

North Carolina 

31 

1,569 

296 

180 

■ 122 

38 

863 

26 

0 

29 

North Dakota 

40 

489 

57 

121 

47 

14 

235 

0 

(t) 

11 

Ohio 

218 

8, 017 

i 1,288 

1, 622 

i 777 

97 

4, 035 

44 

(t) 

103 

Oklahoma 

216 

2,957 

616 

625 

230 

42 

1, 365 

13 

1 

50 

Oregon 

11 

2, 276 

303 

385 

195 

10 

1, 307 

0 

(f) 

50 

Pennsylvania 

401 

12, 329 

1,756 

2, 272 

1,925 

162 

5,819 

95 

1 

159 

Rhode Island 

4 

672 

62 

1 68 

155 

4 

365 

4 

0 

8 

South Carolina 

26 

855 

163 

168 

56 

12 

426 

7 

0 

18 

South Dakota 

33 

548 

67 

i 132 

36 

10 

287 

0 

0 

10 

Tennessee 

74 

3,318 

636 

586 

307 

35 

1,674 

14 

0 

44 

Texas 

534 

12, 709 

2, 649 

2,198 

1, 104 

152 

6,154 

47 

(t) 

282 

Utah 

11 

619 

104 

68 

56 

5 

372 

2 

0 

10 

Vermont 

28 

256 

28 

52 

18 

2 

150 

1 

0 

4 

Virginia 

124 

2, 800 

413 

491 

248 

41 

1, 537 

5 

(t) 

48 

Washington 

27 

3,213 

532 

566 

264 

36 

1,703 

9 

0 

57 

West Virginia 

76 

912 

146 

279 

66 

10 

392 

1 

0 

14 

Wisconsin. 

106 

2, 643 

484 

576 

209 

46 

1,253 

7 

(t) 

44 

Wyoming 

35 

384 

61 

89 

24 

3 

195 

0 

(J) 

10 

Virgin Islands 

1 

26 

2 

5 

1 

0 

18 

0 

0 

(t) 

District of Columbia — all*. . . 

14 

2, 189 

386 

532 ' 

97 

10 

1, 106 

16 

0 

29 


* Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

t Includes Virgin Islands, 
j Less than $500,000. 


§ Cash balances with other banks and cash items in process of 
collection. 

A Net of valuation reserves. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B-17. — Number, total, and principal assets, liabilities, and capital accounts of national banks, by States, 

June 30, 1%4 — Continued 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 


LIABILITIES 


State 

Total 

liabilities 

Total 

deposits 

Demand 

deposits, 

total 

Time and 
savings 
deposits, 
total 

Demand 

deposits, 

IPC% 

Time 

deposits, 

IPC% 

Federal 

funds 

purchased 

United Statesf 

$160, 810 

$155, 980 

$89, 681 

$66, 299 

$66, 030 

$60, 999 

$787 

Alabama 

1, 938 

1,901 

1,220 

681 

909 

649 

(» 

Alaska 

222 

220 

128 

92 

90 

59 

0 

Arizona 

1,351 

1,312 

699 

613 

534 

586 

0 

Arkansas 

882 

871 

587 

284 

424 

276 

2 

California 

23, 211 

22, 417 

10, 187 

12, 230 

8, 210 

10, 841 

59 

Colorado 

1, 886 

1,852 

1,060 

792 

816 

715 

7 

Connecticut 

1,466 

1,406 

951 

455 

778 

407 

3 

Delaware 

20 

20 

10 

10 

10 

10 

0 

District of Columbia 

1, 148 

1, 119 

111 

343 

673 

330 

5 

Florida 

4, 120 

4, 012 

2, 593 

1,420 

1,915 

1,268 

20 

Georgia 

2, 096 

1,994 

1,453 

541 

1,008 

485 

47 

Hawaii 

336 

331 

185 

146 

122 

120 

0 

Idaho 

558 

549 

313 

236 

229 

235 

0 

Illinois 

15, 168 

14, 802 

8,428 

6, 374 

5, 981 

5, 989 

116 

Indiana 

3, 601 

3, 486 

2, 247 

1,239 

1,535 

1,207 

26 

Iowa 

1,245 

1,221 

817 

405 

549 

395 

16 

Kansas 

1, 565 

1,538 

1,067 

471 

695 

435 

12 

Kentucky 

1,200 

1,184 

826 

359 

658 

340 

0 

Louisiana 

2, 238 

2, 202 

1, 567 

635 

1,061 

567 

5 

Maine 

3S3 

369 

215 

155 

178 

153 

3 

Mairyland 

1, 617 

1,574 

1,005 

569 

746 

532 

7 

Massachusetts 

4,424 

4. 242 

3, 164 

1,077 

2, 321 

1,020 

18 

Michigan 

6, 564 

6.418 

3, 179 

3, 239 

2, 284 

2, 901 

4 

Minnesota 

3, 542 

3, 434 

2, 025 

1,410 

1,294 

1,350 

44 

Mississippi 

506 

493 

325 

168 

216 

161 

6 

Missouri 

2, 582 

2, 536 

1,783 

752 

1,230 

720 

15 

Montana 

523 

505 

280 

225 

215 

214 

3 

Nebraska 

1, 331 

1,30.3 

938 

364 

665 

356 

12 

Nevada 

411 

399 

232 

168 

169 

156 

0 

New Hampshire 

366 

351 

248 

103 

192 

95 

3 

New Jersey 

5, 404 

5,250 

2, 708 

2, 541 

2, 176 

2, 462 

12 

New Mexico 

618 

610 

398 

213 

278 

187 

0 

New York 

16,583 

15,589 

8,830 

6, 759 

6, 348 

6, 194 

146 

North Carolina 

1,425 

1,354 

915 

439 

681 

366 

28 

North Dakota 

454 

442 

233 

209 

188 

198 

2 

Ohio 

7, 349 

7. 166 

4, 046 

3, 120 

2, 957 

2, 973 

18 

Oklahoma 

2, 665 

2, 629 

1,816 

812 

1,248 

775 

6 

Oregon 

2, 100 

2, 054 

1,031 

1,023 

826 

930 

0 

Pennsylvania 

11, 164 

10, 881 

5, 497 

5, 384 

4,268 

5, 028 

25 

Rhode Island 

621 

605 

248 

357 

187 

345 

0 

South Carolina 

':84 

752 

614 

138 

486 

125 

1 

South Dakota 

508 

498 

273 

225 

203 

201 

(t) 

Tennessee 

3, 066 

3, 001 

1,749 

1,252 

1, 094 

1,143 

4 

Texas 

11,607 

11, 347 

7, 390 

3, 957 

5, 300 

3, 369 

101 

Utah 

567 

556 

267 

289 

205 

269 

2 

Vermont 

234 

228 

85 

144 

72 

142 

(t) 

Virginia 

2, 554 

2, 488 

1,359 

1, 129 

1,054 

1,062 

8 

Washington 

2, 965 

2, 899 

1,701 

1, 199 

1,263 

1,190 

2 

West Virginia 

822 

807 

483 

324 

360 

322 

1 

Wisconsin 

2, 444 

2,396 

1,335 

1,061 

988 

999 

1 

Wyomine 

351 

344 

186 

158 

132 

139 

2 

Virgin Islands 

24 

22 

9 

14 

7 

10 

0 

District of Columbia — all* . . 

2, 029 

1,979 

1, 336 

643 

1,176 

624 

5 


♦Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency, 
flncludes Virgin Islands. 


jLess than $500,000. 

§IPC deposits are those of individuals, partnerships, and 
corporations. 

Note; Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B-17. — Number^ total, and principal assets, liabilities, and capital accounts of national hanks, by States, 

June 30, 1964 — Ck>ntmued 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 

I CAPITAL ACCOUNTS 


State 

Total 

capitat 

accounts 

Debentures 

Preferred 

stock 

Common 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 

profits 

Reserves 

United Statesf 

$14, 297 

$304 

$28 

$4, 162 

$6, 950 

$2, 491 

$362 

Alabama 

179 

0 

0 

54 

76 

36 

12 

Alaska 

12 

(t) 

0 

5 

4 

3 

1 

Arizona 

113 

14 

0 

27 

55 

14 

3 

Arkansas 

78 

0 

0 

24 

34 

19 

2 

California 

1.719 

122 

1 0 

458 

803 

328 

10 

Colorado 

168 

0 

0 

57 

74 

36 

1 

Connecticut 

132 

0 

0 

39 

69 

23 

1 

Delaware 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

District of Columbia 

95 

0 

0 

28 

49 

15 

3 

Florida 

375 

0 

(t) 

145 

170 

49 

11 

Georgia 

204 

20 

0 

45 

90 

27 

22 

Hawaii 

31 

0 

0 

9 

14 

6 

2 

Idaho 

43 

0 

0 

14 

20 

7 

2 

Illinois 

1, 346 

4 

0 

483 

643 

174 

42 

Indiana 

313 

0 

0 

82 

161 

62 

8 

Iowa 

no 

0 

0 

31 

51 

26 

2 

Kansas 

159 

0 

1 

49 

72 

36 

2 

Kentucky 

121 

1 0 

0 

30 

62 

26 

3 

Louisiana 

214 

0 

3 

51 

127 

32 

1 

Maine 

41 

1 0 

0 

15 

15 

10 

1 

Maryland 

141 

! 2 

0 

36 

75 

22 

5 

Massachusetts 

476 

0 

0 

114 

280 

75 

7 

Michigan 

449 

3 

3 

127 

225 

82 

9 

Minnesota 

308 

0 

0 

89 

145 

69 

5 

Mississippi 

46 

0 

0 

12 

31 

3 

(t) 

Missouri 

242 

0 

0 

74 

111 

50 

7 

Montana 

40 

0 

0 

15 

16 

8 

(t) 

Nebraska 

131 

0 

0 

38 

56 

34 

3 

Nevada 

34 

0 

0 

17 

14 

3 

(t) 

New Hampshire 

41 

0 

0 

8 

22 

9 

2 

New Jersey 

421 

1 

(t) 

127 

217 

67 

9 

New Mexico ' 

49 

0 

0 

18 

18 

4 

9 

New York 

1,578 

50 

20 , 

427 1 

705 

273 

102 

North Carolina 

144 

15 

0 

37 

71 

20 

1 

North Dakota 

35 

0 

0 

12 

15 

8 

1 

Ohio 

668 

2 

(t) 

195 

358 

111 

3 

Oklahoma 

292 

18 

0 

80 

113 1 

76 

4 

Oregon 

175 

0 

0 

59 

66 

51 

(t) 

Pennsylvania 

1, 165 

17 ! 

(t) 

277 

676 

183 

13 

Rhode Island 

51 1 

0 

0 

14 

26 

11 

0 

South Carolina 

72 ' 

0 

(t) 

17 

41 

12 

1 

South Dakota 

40 1 

(» 

0 

14 

16 

9 

(t) 

Tennessee 

252 

(» 

(t) 

70 

133 

43 

6 

Texas 

1, 103 

36 

0 

390 

482 

166 

29 

Utah 

52 

0 

0 

15 

26 

9 

2 

Vermont 

22 

0 

1 

7 

9 

5 

1 

Virginia 

246 

0 

0 

73 

132 

39 

2 

Washington 

248 

0 

0 

76 

111 

59 

1 

West Virginia 

90 

0 

0 

22 

44 

19 

5 

Wisconsin 

199 

0 

0 

50 

108 

35 

7 

Wyoming 

32 

0 

0 

6 

18 

8 

1 

Virgin Islands 

2 

0 

0 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

0 

District of Columbia — all* 

161 

0 

0 

43 

88 

24 

6 


♦Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of t Includes Virgin Islands. 

Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the j Less than 3500,000. 

Currency. Note; Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B-18. — Number^ totals and principal assets^ liabilitieSy and capital accounts of national banks, by States, Dec. 31, 1964 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 


ASSETS 


State 

Number 
of banks 

Total 

assets 

Cash 

assets^ 

U.S. 

Govern- 

ment 

obliga- 

tions, 

netCs. 

State and 
local 

securities, 

n^/A 

Other 

bonds, 

notes, 

05/ A 

Loans 

and 

discounts, 
05/ A 

Federal 

funds 

sold 

Direct 

lease 

financing 

Fixed 

assets 

United States f 

4,773 

$190, 113 

$34, 066 

$33, 537 

$18, 592 

%2, 237 

$95, 577 

$821 

$81 

$2, 789 

Alabama 

80 

2,263 

412 

473 

246 

24 

1,047 

13 

0 

35 

Alaska 

5 

256 

42 

61 

21 

9 

113 

2 

0 

8 

Arizona 

4 

1,605 

230 

166 

102 

39 

989 

20 

(t) 

34 

Arkansas 

63 

1,060 

226 

176 

128 

19 

489 

1 

(t) 

16 

California 

90 

26, 120 

4, 068 

3, 675 

2, 227 

214 

15, 005 

11 

49 

437 


115 

2, 154 

407 

400 

140 


1, 171 

17 



Connecticut 

27 

i;728 

305 

222 

230 

4^ 

920 

(t) 

1 

35 

Delaware 

5 

24 

3 

6 

(t) 

1 

12 

0 

0 

1 

District of Columbia 

8 

1,305 

252 

324 

66 

3 

626 

3 

0 

21 

Florida 

187 

4, 934 

1, 132 

1,068 

377 

83 

2, 097 

15 

(t) 

127 

Georgia 

55 

2, 429 

548 

338 

151 

17 

1,309 

2 

2 

48 

Hawaii 

2 

376 

58 

54 

35 

1 

210 

0 

0 

12 

Idaho 

9 

661 

97 

129 

53 

8 

358 

(t) 

0 

12 

Illinois 

410 

17, 909 

2,916 

3,536 

1,876 

yi2 

8, 671 

59 

4 

125 

Indiana 

124 

4, 290 

820 

973 

333 

67 

1, 981 

35 

1 

52 

Iowa 

101 

1, 470 

327 

317 

120 

23 

653 

5 

(t) 

18 

Kansas 

169 

1,848 

328 

439 

199 

30 

818 

7 

(t) 

20 

Kentucky 

82 

1, 505 

335 

315 

136 

23 

670 

0 

(t) 

19 

Louisiana 

47 

2, 699 

588 

568 

249 

12 

1,206 

22 

1 

32 

Maine 

22 

444 

70 

77 

38 

3 

242 

3 

0 

9 

Maryland 

49 

1,846 

332 

369 

152 

24 

923 

12 

0 

21 

Massachusetts 

93 

5, 260 

999 

866 

317 

14 

2, 847 

35 

(t) 

62 

Michigan 

96 

7,615 

1,183 

1,592 

874 

31 

3,739 

40 

4 

86 

Minnesota 

193 

4, 113 

842 

760 

356 

85 

1,975 

0 

2 

61 

Mississippi 

31 

583 

108 

112 

66 

4 

276 

(t) 

0 

13 

Missouri 

91 

4,088 

981 

664 

384 

30 

1,909 

47 

(t) 

38 

Montana 

48 

592 

86 

130 

52 

10 

298 

0 

(t) 

12 

Nebraska 

125 

1,640 

358 

295 

136 

28 

793 

(t) 

(t) 

20 

Nevada 

3 

464 

67 

78 

43 

(t) 

253 

0 

0 

17 

New Hampshire 

50 

432 

72 

70 

24 

1 

248 

8 

0 

8 

New Jersey 

146 

6, 229 

830 

1,174 

839 

121 

3, 091 

44 

2 

86 

New Mexico 

33 

686 

117 

152 

37 

4 

326 

36 

(t) 

11 

New York 

203 

19, 570 

3,408 

2, 746 

2, 257 

161 

10, 107 

87 

4 

239 

North Carolina 

31 

1,764 

382 

253 

146 

34 

896 

8 

0 

30 

North Dakota 

41 

521 

64 

124 

56 

12 

248 

1 

(t) 

11 

Ohio 

221 

8, 697 

1,432 

1,790 

881 

91 

4, 276 

70 

(t) 

106 

Oklahoma 

222 

3,194 

734 

630 

243 

45 

1,465 

9 

1 

51 

Oregon 

11 

2, 530 

425 

413 

198 

57 

1, 334 

10 

(t) 

52 

Pennsylvania 

387 

13, 626 

2,057 

2, 384 

2, 081 

148 

6, 609 

53 

6 

173 

Rhode Island 

4 

738 

72 

87 

166 

4 

391 

4 

0 

8 

South Carolina 

25 

944 

191 

184 

58 

19 

462 

5 

0 

19 

South Dakota 

33 

583 

81 

147 

41 

11 

287 

1 

0 

11 

Tennessee 

75 

3, 645 

770 

658 

332 

32 

1, 773 

9 

0 

47 

Texas 

539 

13, 992 

3, 265 

2, 341 

1,154 

171 

6, 551 

67 

(t) 

306 

Utah 

12 

661 

125 

57 

68 

6 

391 

1 

0 

10 

Vermont 

28 

266 

32 

51 

17 

3 

155 

2 

0 

4 

Virginia 

123 

3, 063 

486 

545 

264 

52 

1,616 

35 

(t) 

50 

Washington 

28 

3, 371 

600 

573 

279 

26 

1,773 

10 

0 

59 

West Virginia 

79 

980 

164 

293 

75 

10 

409 

10 

0 

15 

Wisconsin 

109 

2, 891 

560 

576 

242 

39 

1,404 

1 


48 


38 

421 

78 

101 

25 

4 

197 

4 

(i) 

10 

Virgin Islands 

1 

28 

3 

5 

1 

0 

20 

0 

0 

(t) 

District of Columbia — all*. . , 

15 

2,310 

423 

547 

99 

9 

1,183 


0 

29 


♦Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

fincludes Virgin Islands. 

JLess than $500,000. 


§Cash, balances with other banks, and cash items in process 
of collection. 

ANet of valuation reserves. 

Note : Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B-18. — Number^ totals and principal assets, liabilities, and capital accounts of national banks, by States, Dec* 31 

1964 — Continued 

[Dollar amounCs in millions] 

LIABILITIES 


State 

Total 

liabilities 


Demand 

deposits, 

total 

Time and 
savings 
deposits, 
total 

Demand 

deposits, 

Time 

deposits, 

IPC% 

Federal 

funds 

purchased 

United States! 

$175,065 

$169, 617 

$98, 660 

$70, 957 

$74, 200 

$64, 763 

$827 

Alabama 

2, 077 

2, 038 

1,314 

724 

992 

694 

0 

Alaska 

244 

241 

130 

112 

103 

69 

0 

Arizona 

1,476 

1,437 

763 

674 

587 

649 

0 

Arkansas 

977 

966 

662 

304 

480 

292 

0 

California 

24, 325 

23, 459 

10, 728 

12, 732 

8,776 

11,180 

55 

Colorado 

1,978 

1, 941 

1, 127 

814 

895 

739 

7 

Connecticut 

1, 590 

1,514 

1,019 

495 

860 

442 

2 

Delaware 

21 

21 

11 

10 

10 

10 

0 

District of Columbia 

1,206 

1, 180 

800 

380 

710 

367 

0 

Florida 

4, 532 

4, 427 

2, 924 

1,503 

2, 065 

1, 321 

25 

Georgia 

2, 203 

2, 140 

1,556 

584 

1.100 

527 

0 

Hawaii 

343 

337 

185 

152 

125 

120 

0 

Idaho 

617 

607 

359 

248 

267 

247 

0 

Illinois 

16,514 

16,118 

9, 161 

6,958 

6.734 

6, 539 

104 

Indiana 

3,967 

3, 829 

2, 461 

1,368 

1.787 

1,330 

35 

Iowa 

1,357 

1,346 

930 

417 

644 

408 

0 

Kansas 

1,683 

1,667 

1,162 

506 

/66 

468 

0 

Kentucky 

1,381 

1,365 

976 

389 

773 

363 

0 

Louisiana 

2, 480 

2, 437 

1,736 

701 

1, 189 

611 

9 

Maine 

401 

387 

229 

158 

189 

156 

0 

Maryland 

1,694 

1,652 

1,065 

588 

834 

542 

2 

Massachusetts 

4, 769 

4, 483 

3, 417 

1,066 

2, 511 

971 

23 

Michigan 

7,117 

6, 950 

3, 434 

3,516 

2, 674 

3,124 

0 

Minnesota 

3,796 

3, 720 

2, 219 

1,501 

1,503 

1,432 

10 

Mississippi 

536 

528 

361 

167 

248 

161 

(t) 

Missouri 

3, 739 

3, 650 

2,597 

1,053 

1,714 

981 

32 

Montana 

551 

538 

299 

239 

235 

226 

0 

Nebraska 

1,503 

1,469 

1,074 

395 

740 

387 

(t) 

Nevada 

428 

418 

242 

177 

176 

166 

1 

New Hampshire 

390 

369 

267 

102 

206 

98 

1 

New Jersey 

5, 778 

5, 606 

2,971 

2, 635 

2, 443 

2, 555 

13 

New Mexico 

636 

630 

405 

225 

301 

195 

0 

New York 

17, 950 

16, 856 

9, 457 

7, 399 

6,993 

6, 664 

187 

North Carolina 

1,618 

1,568 

1,058 

509 

818 

401 

0 

North Dakota 

484 

475 

254 

221 

213 

212 

0 

Ohio 

7,984 

7, 784 

4,384 

3,400 

3, 382 

3, 236 

19 

Oklahoma 

2, 894 

2, 852 

1,992 

860 

1,446 

817 

9 

Oregon 

2, 352 

2, 290 

1,124 

1,166 

888 

996 

0 

Pennsylvania 

12, 370 

11,958 

6, 133 

5, 825 

4,999 

5, 355 

118 

Rhode Island 

685 

646 

255 

391 

208 

360 

20 

South Carolina 

870 

837 

699 

138 

560 

123 

0 

South Dakota 

541 

531 

293 

238 

235 

215 

0 

Tennessee 

3, 381 

3, 293 

2,028 

1,265 

1,308 

1,150 

17 

Texas 

12, 867 

12, 539 

8, 417 

4,122 

5, 900 

3, 518 

128 

Utah 

607 

596 

312 

284 

221 

263 

2 

Vermont 

243 

237 

91 

145 

77 

144 

0 

Virginia 

2,811 

2, 738 

1,540 

1,198 

1,207 

1,120 

4 

Washington 

3,116 

3,034 

1,769 

1,265 

1, 390 

1,257 

6 

West Vriginia 

887 

871 

526 

346 

398 

344 

0 

Wisconsin 

2, 682 

2,632 

1,517 

1,115 

1,163 

1,061 

0 

Wyoming 

386 

380 

218 

162 

152 

143 

0 

Virgin Islands 

26 

24 

9 

15 

7 

11 

0 

District of Columbia — all*. . 

2, 143 

2,090 

1,391 

699 

1,252 

680 

6 


*lncludes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency, 
fincludes Virgin Islands. 


tLess than $500,000. 

§IPG deposits are those of individuals, partnerships, and 
corporations. 

Note; Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B-18. — Number, U 

otal, and prim 

dpal assets, liabilities, and capital accounts of national 
1964 — Continued 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 

banks, by States, Dec. 31 , 

Siute 

CAPITAL ACCOUNTS 

1 

7 dial 
capital 
accounts 

! 

Debmlures 

Preperred 

stock 

Common 

stock 

Surplus 

Undivided 

profits 

Reserves 

United States f 

$15,048 

3475 

328 

$4, 286 

37, 207 

32, 657 

$393 

Alabama 

185 


0 


0 1 

57 

77 

39 


13 

Alaska 

13 

(f) 



0 I 

5 

4 ! 

3 


1 

Arizona 

130 

26 


0 i 

28 

56 

16 


3 

Arkansas 

83 


1 


0 ! 

26 

36 

19 


2 

California 

1,795 


142 


0 1 

475 

812 

357 


10 

Colorado 

176 


3 


0 

59 

76 

37 


2 

Connecticut 

138 


0 


0 

41 

76 

20 


1 

Delaware 

2 


0 


0 

1 

1 

(J) 

(f) 


District of Columbia 

99 


0 


0 

29 

50 

17 

3 

Florida 

402 


13 1 

(j) 


150 

178 

50 


11 

Georgia 

226 


37 

0 

46 

91 

29 


23 

Hawaii 

33 


0 ! 


0 

9 

14 

8 


2 

Idaho 

45 


0 


0 

14 

23 

5 


2 

Illinois 

1,395 


9 


0 

487 

656 

200 


43 

Indiana 

323 


0 


0 

83 

170 

62 


8 

Iowa 

113 


0 


0 

31 

54 

26 


2 

Kansas 

165 


0 


1 

49 

74 

38 


3 

Kentucky 

124 


0 


0 

30 i 

63 

27 


3 

Louisiana 

219 

(}) 



3 

52 

129 

34 


1 

Maine 

42 

0 


0 

16 

15 

11 


1 

Maryland 

152 


2 


0 

37 

77 

31 


6 

Massachusetts 

491 


0 


0 

116 

288 

78 


8 

Michigan 

499 


31 


3 

132 

234 

88 


11 

Minnesota 

317 


0 


0 

89 

149 

73 


5 

Mississippi 

47 


0 


0 

12 

33 

1 

(J) 


Missouri 

3.50 


25 


0 

98 

152 

68 

7 

Montana 

42 


0 


0 

15 

16 

10 

(J) 


Nebraska 

137 


0 


0 

40 

57 

37 

4 

Nevada 

35 


0 


0 

17 

15 

4 

(J) 


New Hampshire 

42 


0 


0 

8 

22 

10 

2 

New Jersey 

452 


16 

(t) 


132 

224 

69 


11 

New Mexico 

49 


0 

0 

18 

18 

1 


11 

New York 

1,620 


60 


20 

432 

714 

288 


107 

North Carolina 

146 


15 


0 

37 

74 

19 


1 

North Dakota 

36 


0 


0 

12 

15 

8 


1 

Ohio 

713 


22 

(j) 


202 

367 

118 


4 

Oklahoma 

300 


18 

0 

83 

118 

77 


4 

Oregon 

178 


0 


0 

59 

66 

53 

(» 


Pennsylvania 

1,255 


17 

(j) 


293 

727 

204 

15 

Rhode Island 

52 


0 

0 

14 

30 

9 


0 

South Carolina 

74 


0 

(j) 


18 

42 

13 


1 

South Dakota 

42 

<f) 


0 

15 

17 

9 

(J) 


Tennessee 

264 

(t) 


(f) 


73 

141 

43 

7 

Texas 

1,125 

36 

0 

395 

494 

167 


32 

Utah 

53 


0 


0 

15 

30 

6 


2 

Vermont 

23 

(j) 



1 

7 

9 

5 


1 

Virginia 

253 

0 


0 

77 

134 

39 


3 

Washington 

255 


0 


0 

77 

112 

65 


2 

West Virginia 

93 


0 


0 

22 

47 

18 


5 

Wisconsin 

209 


1 


0 

51 

111 

38 


8 

Wyoming 

35 


1 


0 

6 

18 

9 


1 

Virgin Islands 

2 


0 i 


0 

(t) 

1 

1 


0 

District of Columbia — all* . . 

167 


“i 


0 

44 

91 

26 


6 

^Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
Columbia, ail of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

7T9-5C3— Cy 15 

Digitized for FRASER 
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fincludes Virgin Islands. 
tLess than 3500,000. 

Note; Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B-19 . — Selected loans and discounts of national banks, by States, Dec. 31, 1964 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 


State 

Loans 
secured 
by real 
estate 

Loans to 
financial 
institu- 
tions 

Loans to 
purchase 
or carry 
securities 

Loans and discounts 

Personal 
loans to 
individ- 
uals 

Other 

loans 

Loans 

and 

discounts 

gross 

Reserve 

Loans 

and 

discounts 

net 

Loans to 
farmers 

Commercial 
and indus- 
trial loans 

United Statesf 

$24, 065 

$7, 098 

$2, 878 

$3, 683 

$34, 164 

$22,715 

$2, 975 

$97, 577 

$2, 000 

$95, 577 

Alabama, 

171 

68 

23 

40 

363 

360 

51 

1,076 

29 

1,047 

Alaska 

48 

0 

(j) 

(j) 

38 

32 

1 

118 

5 

113 

Arizona 

266 

59 

10 

162 

270 

226 

5 

998 

9 

989 

Arkansas 

108 

18 

6 

53 

159 

146 

5 

496 

7 

489 

California 

5, 160 

1,185 

189 

503 

4,977 

2, 921 

;J36 

15, 271 

266 

15, 005 

Colorado 

245 

91 

23 

149 

327 

291 

13 

1,139 

18 

1,121 

Connecticut 

280 

22 

18 

3 

271 

300 

46 

939 

19 

920 

Delaware 

5 

0 

0 

1 

2 

4 

(J) 

12 

(t) 

12 

District of Columbia 

217 

77 

8 

(t) 

196 

118 

21 

, 637 

11 

626 

Florida 

438 

121 

63 

41 

750 

688 

31 

' 2,133 

36 

2,097 

Georgia 

218 

93 

16 

20 

504 

450 

26 

1 1,327 

17 

1,309 

Hawaii 

90 

2 

4 

8 

47 

49 

11 

211 

2 

210 

Idaho 

131 

12 

7 

54 

74 

84 

3 

366 

7 

358 

Illinois 

1,388 

1,018 

530 

223 

3, 943 

1, 457 

390 

: 8, 948 

277 

8, 671 

Indiana 

601 

141 

75 

49 

507 

579 

65 

2, 016 

35 

1,981 

Iowa 

169 

33 

10 

147 

152 

141 

15 

667 

i 14 

653 

Kansas 

118 

60 

8 

190 

258 

190 

6 

829 

11 

818 

Kentucky 

172 

47 

11 

45 

189 

200 

17 

681 

11 

670 

Louisiana 

175 

96 

57 

23 

541 

302 

30 

1,223 

17 

1,206 

Maine 

76 

9 

3 

9 

74 

72 

4 

246 

4 

242 

Maryland 

272 

73 

22 

16 

273 

258 

22 

936 

13 

923 

Massachusetts 

411 

282 

36 

5 

1,408 

691 

89 

2, 921 

74 

2, 847 

Michigan 

1, 340 

266 

80 

35 

898 

1,067 

122 

3, 808 

69 

3,739 

Minnesota 

508 

188 

68 

no 

677 

398 

50 

2, 000 

26 

1,975 

Mississippi 

54 

8 i 

6 

14 

94 

89 

17 

283 

6 

276 

Missouri 

384 

192 

81 

83 

624 

515 

56 

1,935 

27 

1,909 

Montana 

82 

5 

1 

62 

73 

79 

2 

304 

6 

298 

Nebraska 

89 

31 

21 

273 

221 

154 

18 

807 

14 

793 

Nevada 

90 

7 , 

(t) 

7 

80 

70 

1 

255 

1 

253 

New Hampshire 

59 

10 

2 1 

4 

85 

85 

7 

252 

4 

248 

New Jersey 

1,283 

119 

132 

12 

704 

861 

60 

3, 170 

79 

3, 091 

New Mexico 

68 

10 

5 

32 

119 

95 

6 

336 

10 

326 

New York 

2,164 

910 

569 

76 

4,409 

1,908 

353 

10,387 

280 

10, 107 

North Carolina 

129 

41 

15 

15 

383 

312 

19 

913 

17 

896 

North Dakota 

83 

3 

2 

60 

54 

51 

3 

255 

7 

248 

Ohio 

1, 345 

242 

129 

64 

1,085 

1, 320 

175 

4, 360 

85 

4, 276 

Oklahoma 

244 

94 

26 

128 

602 

334 

59 

1,487 

22 

1,465 

Oregon 

363 

99 

8 

77 

506 

281 

12 

1, 346 

12 

1,334 

Pennsylvania 

1, 956 

336 

141 

99 

2, 393 

1,529 

297 

6, 752 

143 

6, 609 

Rhode Island 

200 

17 

(t) 

(t) 

too 

59 

21 

397 

6 

391 

South Carolina 

65 

25 

25 

10 

149 

175 

22 

471 

9 

462 

South Dakota 

75 

10 

1 

94 

58 

56 

3 

298 

11 

287 

Tennessee 

249 

172 

56 

50 

686 

569 

30 

1,811 

38 

1,773 

Texas 

653 

423 

286 

377 

3, 126 

1,565 

250 

6, 680 

129 

6, 551 

Utah 

150 

31 

16 

21 

102 

69 

6 

395 

4 

391 

Vermont 

73 

1 

1 

8 

28 

44 

2 

157 

2 

155 

Virginia 

454 

67 

21 

45 

444 

581 

26 

1, 638 

23 

1,616 

Washington 

456 

158 

15 

112 

619 

380 

68 

1, 809 

35 

1,773 

West Vriginia 

147 

13 

5 

6 

89 

153 

5 

418 

9 

409 

Wisconsin 

469 

108 

44 

33 

377 

314 

98 

1,441 

37 

1,404 

Wyoming 

63 

2 

2 

38 

55 

40 

1 

200 

3 

197 

Virgin Idands 

15 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

(t) 

20 

(« 

20 

District of Columbia — all* . 

363 

164 

18 

(t) 

312 

305 

34 

1,197 

13 

1,183 


*Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

f Includes Virgin Islands. 


X Less than $500,000. 

A Excludes business and hirm loans. 

Nots; Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Tahle B-20. — Selected U.S. Government obligations held by national banks, by States, Dec. 31 , 1964 

[Dollar amount in millions] 


U.S. Government Obligations 


State 

Treasury 
bills ! 

Treasury 

notes 

U.S. 

non- 

marketable 

bonds 

Other 

U.S. bonds 
maturing 
within 

1 year 

Other 

US. bonds 
maturing 
1-4.9 
years 

Other 
U.S. bonds 
maturing 
5.0-9.9 
years 

U.S. bonds 
maturing 
after 

10 years 

Securities 
guaranteed 
by U.S. 
Government 

United States f 

' $6 , 708 

$10, 043 

$150 

$991 

$7, 747 

$7,318 

$512 

*89 

Alabama 

1 104 

180 

2 

17 

115 

52 

2 

1 

Alaska 

18 

7 

2 

2 

12 

19 

1 

0 

Arizona , 

, 46 

31 

(t) 

20 

41 

24 

0 

4 

Arkansas 

38 

44 ! 

1 

4 

40 

45 

3 

1 

California 

879 

994 ! 

1 

57 

612 

1,078 

43 

13 

Colorado 

121 

110 i 

1 

19 

98 

47 

3 

(}) 

Connecticut 

65 

97 ! 

1 

1 

28 

29 

(}) 

(t) 

Delaware 

1 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

2 

2 

0 

0 

District of Columbia i 

67 

61 1 

6 

6 

120 

62 

1 

(}) 

Florida 1 

172 

324 

2 

59 

189 

308 

9 

3 

Georgia 

90 

102 ' 

1 

16 

90 

37 

1 

0 

Hawaii 

! 3 

22 

0 

(t) 

25 

4 

0 

0 

Idaho I 

i 36 

62 ! 

(t) 

(t) 1 

28 

2 

(f) 

1 

Illinois 

1 685 

901 

15 

113 

900 

846 

71 

5 

Indiana j 

1 163 

345 

4 

44 ! 

259 

153 

5 

(}) 

Iowa 

j 63 

94 

2 

8 > 

96 

53 

1 

U) 

Kansas 1 

1 98 ■ 

124 ' 

3 

20 ' 

113 

75 

6 

(t) 

Kentucky 

i 69 

99 

1 

6 

93 

45 

3 

(f) 

Louisiana 

53 

256 

1 

4 

158 

82 

12 

1 

Maine i 

23 

29 

1 

1 

10 

12 

(t) 

(t) 

Maryland I 

62 1 

153 

2 

13 

8.3 

53 

2 

0 

Massachusetts 

323 

273 

5 

8 

98 

154 

4 

1 

Michigan i 

230 

429 

7 

98 

480 i 

278 

64 

7 

Minnesota ■ 

103 

181 

3 

13 

204 ^ 

246 

8 

1 

Mississippi ' 

12 

33 

1 

4 


26 

1 

(t) 

Missouri 

272 

151 

2 

12 

135 ' 

86 

4 

2 

Montana 

25 

1 23 

(t) 

3 

38 ' 

39 

1 


Nebraska 

60 

i 86 

1 

11 

79 

55 

3 

(Is 

Nevada 

12 

I 10 

(t) 

15 

15 

26 

0 

1 0 

New Hampshire 

18 

19 

(t) 

1 

20 

11 

1 

(t) 

New Jersey 

177 

265 

8 

24 

1 351 

305 

41 

2 

New Mexico 

20 

40 

1 

7 

49 

29 

2 

3 

New York 

596 

976 

6 

46 

1 437 

638 

j 37 


North Carolina 

65 

78 

1 

2 

! 54 

52 

1 

1 0 

North Dakota 

12 

25 

1 

2 

1 

45 

1 

(t) 

Ohio • 

471 

586 

6 

43 

314 

345 

23 

3 

Oklahoma 

114 

192 

3 

15 

178 

120 

8 

(f) 

Oregon 

60 

54 

1 

26 

107 

1 163 

2 

(fS 

Pennsylvania 

358 

798 

11 

1 44 

514 

585 

72 

2 

Rhode Island 

25 

2 

(t) 

1 0 

45 

i 14 

1 

0 

South Carolina 

27 

38 

1 3 

22 

59 

33 

(}) 

(}) 

South Dakota 

29 

40 

1 1 

1 4 

37 

36 

1 

(t) 

Tennessee 

102 

253 

2 

20 

190 

87 

4 

1 

Texas 

387 

699 

8 

57 

571 

548 

46 

24 

Utah 

6 

35 

(t) 

(}) 

5 

11 

0 

(}) 

Vermont. .... 

9 

11 

1 

1 

15 ' 

11 

4 

(t) 

Virginia ' 

126 

183 

4 

10 

139 1 

81 

3 

(}) 

Washington 

28 

216 

2 

57 

173 1 

90 

7 

(t) 

West Virginia 

44 

72 

! 2 

i 8 

87 i 

72 

7 

1 

Wiscoasin 

112 

212 

2 

15 

140 ' 

91 

4 

1 

Wyoming i 

27 i 

I 25 

1 

: 12 

24 ; 

12 

2 

(}) 

Virgin Islands . i 

(t) 

2 

(}) 

0 

2 ; 

1 

0 

0 

District of Columbia- — all* 

94 1 

143 

7 

12 

200 ; 

1 

89 

1 

(}) 


♦Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

■[Includes Virgin Islands. 


JLess than 5500,000. 

A^ach category Is net of valuation reserves. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B-21 . — Bank trust assets and income by States 


State 

Accounts where national banks* exercise inaestment 
responsibility 

Trust Department Income 

in 1964 

Number of 
banks having 
accounts 

Employee 
benefit 
accounts 
($ millions') 

Other irtist 
accounts 
($ millions) 

Total trust 
accounts 
($ millions) 

National^ 

banks 

($ thousands) 

1 All insured 
commercial 
banks 

($ thousands) 

National 
banks as a 
percent of 
total 

United States 

1, 564 

$20, 782 

$54, 443 

$75, 225 

$310,797 

$640, 071 

48.6 

Alabama 

28 

113 

681 

794 

2, 906 

3,076 

94.5 

Alaska 

4 

2 

4 

6 

72 

72 

100.0 

Arizona 

2 

16 

361 

378 

2, 052 

2, 512 

81.7 

Arkansas 

24 

9 

215 

224 

656 

759 

86.4 

California 

16 

1,458 

4, 819 

6, 277 

42,015 

58,510 

71. 8 

Colorado 

25 

100 

936 

1,036 

5, 200 

5, 485 

94.8 

Connecticut 

13 

205 

1,402 

1, 607 

6, 917 

15, 647 

44.2 

Delaware 

1 

0 

(t) 

(t) 

0 

6, 897 

0 

District of Columbia 

6 

173 

969 

1, 142 : 

5, 927 

5, 927 

100.0 

Florida 

62 

153 

1,754 

1,907 

8, 573 

10,515 

81.5 

Georgia 

22 

119 

770 

889 

4, 618 

7,815 

59.1 

Idaho 

1 

6 

22 

28 i 

239 

284 

84.2 

Illinois 

131 

3, 670 

5,143 

8,813 

36, 209 

56, 642 

63.9 

Indiana 

93 

220 

1,518 

1,739 

6, 090 

8, 088 

75.3 

Iowa 

37 

33 

256 

288 

1,640 

2,791 

58.8 

Kansas 

35 

28 

272 

299 

1,260 

1,375 

91.6 

Kentucky i 

52 

23 

237 : 

261 

1,455 

5, 388 

27.0 

Louisiana 

18 

55 

169 1 

224 

1,247 

1, 524 

81.8 

Maine 1 

15 

15 

180 

195 

1,078 

1, 910 

56.4 

Maryland 

10 

55 

375 

431 

2,324 

3,712 

62.6 

Massachusetts 

60 

1,802 

3,867 

5, 670 

22, 109 

33, 226 

66.5 

Michigan 

28 

2,114 

1,561 

3, 675 

9, 656 

17, 566 

55.0 

Minnesota 1 

19 

474 

1,235 

1,709 

8,354 

8, 478 

98.5 

Mississippi 

16 

2 

53 

57 

245 

793 

30.9 

Missouri 

26 

520 

1,661 

2,181 

8, 054 

10, 549 

76.3 

Montana 

10 ! 

2 

38 

40 

156 

452 

34.5 

Nebraska 

13 i 

48 

373 , 

421 

2, 246 

2, 283 

98.4 

Nevada 

2 1 

4 

79 

83 

794 

891 

80.9 

New Hampshire 

20 i 

5 

124 

130 

445 

515 

86.4 

New Jersey 

85 : 

112 

989 

1, 101 

8,416 

15, 090 

55.8 

New Mexico 

12 , 

5 

99 

104 

670 

698 

96.0 

New York 

84 ' 

3, 365 

4,870 

8, 234 

29, 195 

201,025 

14.5 

North Carolina 

18 

102 

497 

599 

2, 462 

6,890 

35.7 

North Dakota 

6 

5 

36 

41 

363 

364 

99.7 

Ohio 

50 

867 

2,809 

3, 677 

12, 084 

26, 748 

45.2 

Oklahoma 

32 

119 

397 

516 

2,311 

2, 378 

99.7 

Oregon 

2 

62 

521 

582 

3, 499 

3, 668 

95.6 

Pennsylvania 

156 

3,357 

7,411 

10, 768 

32, 405 

58. 591 

55.3 

Rhode Island 

2 

68 

261 

328 

1,605 

5, 052 

31.8 

South Carolina 

11 

62 

291 

353 

1,257 

1,418 

88.6 

South Dakota 

9 

8 

43 

50 

359 

402 

89.3 

Tennessee 

26 

75 

1,554 

1,629 

3, 496 

4, 299 

81.3 

Texas 

125 

719 

2, 695 

3,414 

14, 692 

15,851 

92.7 

Utah 

2 

47 

88 

135 

683 

1,613 ; 

42.3 

Vermont 

12 

3 

37 

41 

210 

532 

39.5 

Virginia 

57 

109 

1,143 1 

1,252 

5, 000 

7,009 

71.3 

Washington 

10 

118 

908 

1,026 

5, 368 

5, 908 

90.9 

West Virginia 

31 

11 

240 ' 

251 

1,034 

1,885 

54.9 

Wisconsin 

33 

143 

447 ; 

590 

2, 902 

6,678 i 

43.5 

Wyoming 

12 

1 

33 

34 

189 

200 

94.5 


* National bank figures on trust assets include national and 
nonnational banks in the District of Columbia and the assets of 
some affiliates of national banks that submitted data to the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency. 


f National bank trust income covers the same banks as the 
asset figures, including full-year trust income for banks con- 
verting to national status in 1964. 
t Less than $500,000. 
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Table B-22. — Common trust funds by States, 7963 and 7964* 


State 

Number of banks 
with common 
trust funds 

Number of common 
trust funds 

Number of account 
participations 

Total assets of funds 
(S millioix^ 

1963-64 

increase 
in assets 
{percent) 

1963 

1964 

1963 

1964 

1963 

1964 

1963 

1964 

Alabama 

4 

5 

4 

6 1 

794 

1,373 

14.0 

15.8 

12.9 

Alaska 

0 1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Arizona 

4 ; 

5 

9 

11 

949 

1,889 

34.5 

50.8 

47.2 

Arkansas 

3 

3 

3 

3 

571 

675 

5.9 

7.8 

32.2 

California 

11 

11 

21 , 

27 

14, 030 

17, 693 

276.5 

375.3 

35.7 

Colorado 

11 

11 

18 

22 

4, 385 

5,315 

106.8 

134.7 

26.1 

Connecticut 

10 

10 

15 

15 

3, 804 

4,070 ' 

108.7 

126.1 

16.0 

Delaware 

3 

3 

4 

4 

2, 166 

2,200 

79.0 

85.0 

7.6 

District of Columbia 

4 

4 

6 

6 

2, 061 

2, 227 

54.9 

68.5 

24.8 

Florida 

14 

15 

22 

24 

2,258 

2,715 

37.8 

52.5 

38. 9 

Georgia 

6 

6 

11 

12 

3,220 

4, 277 

73.3 1 

92. 1 

25.6 

Hawaii 

3 

3 

6 

7 

975 

1,063 

16.4 1 

19.6 

19.5 

Idaho 

1 

1 

1 

1 

27 

71 

.3 

.7 

' 133. 3 

Illinois 

10 

10 

18 

26 

4, 584 

6, 832 

172.3 

274. 9 

59.5 

Indiana 

9 

9 

9 

9 

' 1,571 : 

1,676 

24.8 

29.3 

18. 1 

Iowa 

1 

2 

: 1 

2 

83 

170 

1. 1 

1.6 

45.5 

Kansas ^ 

2 

3 

! 4 

6 

264 

375 

3.5 

6.2 

77.1 

Kentucky i 

5 

6 

8 

8 

1 1,856 

1, 906 

21.1 

28. 8 

36.5 

Louisiana ! 

1 

1 

! 1 

1 

122 

171 

2.0 

2.7 

35.0 

Maine ; 

6 

6 

i 12 

12 

! 1,800 I 

2, 200 

38. 5 

51.3 

33.2 

Maryland 

6 

6 

1 13 

14 

i 5,000 

5, 843 

96.9 

132.3 

36.5 

Massachusetts 

19 

19 

35 

36 

9,650 

10, 877 

349. 1 

435.3 

24.7 


12 

13 

20 

26 

3,286 ' 

4, 901 

43. 1 

96.0 

122.7 

Minnesota 

! 8 

8 

18 

, 20 

3^002 ! 

X 902 

51.2 

69.3 

35.4 

Mississippi 

i 2 

2 

2 

2 

482 

527 

5.6 

6.8 

21.4 

Missouri 

9 

9 

19 

21 

7, 405 

8, 815 

! 178.8 

225.2 

26.0 

Montana 

2 

2 

4 

4 

336 

426 

3.3 

4.9 

48.5 

Nebraska 

3 

3 

5 

5 

723 

858 

16. 3 

20.1 

23.3 

Nevada 

1 

1 

2 

2 

285 

297 

3.3 

5.1 

54.5 

New Hampshire 

4 

4 

5 

7 

217 

361 

8.8 

12.9 

46.6 

New Jersey 

13 

13 

25 

25 

6, 219 

7, 052 

73. 5 

87.8 

19.5 

New Mexico 

2 

2 

3 

3 

696 

795 

9.9 

13.5 

36.4 

New York 

22 

23 

70 

73 

21, 001 

24, 351 

898.7 

1,152.4 

28.2 

North Carolina 

8 

9 

11 

15 

3, 214 

6, 663 

99.1 

129.7 

30.9 

North Dakota 

1 

1 

3 

3 

227 

255 

1.9 

, 2.2 

15.8 

Ohio 

21 

22 

41 

43 

5,812 

7, 300 

162.6 

1 207. 5 

27.6 

Oklahoma 

3 

4 

6 

10 

588 

838 

15.2 

21.2 

39. 5 

Oregon 

4 

4 

7 

10 

3, 197 

3, 956 

60.8 

74.2 

22.0 

Pennsylvania 

57 

63 

98 

105 

49, 746 

53,114 

985.0 

' 1,154.2 

17.2 

Rhode Island 

3 

3 

8 

8 

1,296 

1,361 

29.8 

' 35. 1 

17.8 


3 

3 

7 

7 

1, 267 

1 551 

14. 6 

17. 7 

21. 2 

South Dakota i 

4 

5 

7 

9 

' 348 

! ' 529 

2. 5 

4. 4 

76.0 

Tennessee ' 

9 

9 

10 

12 

1,756 

1 2, 069 

30.3 

63. 5 

109.6 

Texas 

18 

22 

22 

30 

3, 717 

5, 114 

75.7 

' 107.9 

42.5 

Utah ! 

4 

4 

8 

8 

1, 500 

1,700 

14.5 

18.6 

28.3 

Vermont i 

6 

6 

9 

9 

578 

625 

6.2 

; 7.2 

16. 1 

Virginia > 

19 

21 

33 

37 

5, 600 

6,751 

91.4 

i 140.7 

53.9 

Washington 

3 

5 

7 

12 

3, 532 

4, 268 

60. 6 

1 84. 9 

40. 1 

West Virginia 

6 

7 

6 

7 

794 

865 

9.5 

1 11.7 

23.2 

Wisconsin 

11 

12 

16 

23 

4, 340 

5,080 

70.2 

' 88.2 

25. 6 

Wyoming ' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total United States ' 

391 

419 

693 

788 

191,334 

228, 142 

4, 539. 8 

5, 854. 2 

29.0 


♦These figures were derived from a survey ol banks and trust companies operating common trust funds. Data are for the 
last valuation date in 1964 and 1963. 


221 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 


Table B-23 . — Current operating revenue^ expenses, and dividends of national banks, by major categories and States, year 

ended Dec. 31, 1964 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 


State 

Nimber \ 
of banks § 

Current operating revenue 

Interest c 
dends on 

U.S. 

Govern- 

ment 

obliga- 

tions 

ind divi- 
securities 

Other 

securities 

Interest 

and 

discount 
on loans 

Service 

charges 

and 

other 

1 fees on 
bank 
loans 

Service 

charges 

on 

deposit 

accounts 

Other 

service 

charges, 

commissions, 

' fees and 
collection 
and 

exchange 
j charges 

Trust 
depart- 
1 ment 

Other 
current 
operating 
. revenue 

Total 

current 

operating 

reventu 

United Statesf 

4,773 

SI, 190 

8602 

1 85,232 

894 

8441 

8133 

8290 

8165 

1 $8,148 

Alabama 

80 

16 

8 

63 

1 

7 

2 

3 

1 

101 

Alaska 

5 

2 

1 

8 

1 

1 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

14 

Arizona 

4 

6 

3 

60 

2 

6 

2 

2 

1 

82 

Arkansas 

63 

6 

4 

28 


2 I 

1 

1 

(J) 

43 

California 

90 

134 

78 

867 

25 

94 

19 

42 

29 

1,289 

Colorado 

115 

15 

4 

66 

1 ' 

7 ' 

2 

5 

1 

102 

Connecticut 

27 

8 

6 

55 

1 

6 

1 

7 

1 

84 

Delaware 

5 

(j) 

(t) 

1 

(j) 

(J) 

(t) 

0 

(t) 

1 

District of Columbia 

8 

12 

2 

34 

1 

3 

1 

2 

1 

55 

Florida 

187 

39 

14 

120 

3 

15 

3 

9 

3 

205 

Georgia 

55 

12 

5 

78 

2 

10 

3 

5 

1 

116 

Hawaii 

2 

2 

1 

13 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

0 

(t) 

18 

Idaho 

9 

4 

2 

22 

1 

3 

1 

(t) 

(J) 

33 

Illinois 

410 

126 

68 

424 

5 

21 

10 

36 

13 

703 

Indiana 

124 

35 

11 

107 

1 

9 

3 

6 

3 

176 

Iowa 

101 

11 

4 

37 

(J? 

3 

1 

2 

1 

59 

Kansas 

169 

16 

7 

45 

(}) 

5 

1 

1 

1 

76 

Kentucky 

82 

11 

5 

37 

1 

3 

(» 

1 

1 

59 

Louisiana 

47 

20 

7 

64 

1 

6 

2 

1 

2 

103 

Maine 

22 

3 

1 

15 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

22 

Maryland 

49 

13 

5 

51 

2 

4 

1 

2 

1 

79 

Massachusetts 

93 

27 

10 

156 

3 

14 

10 

12 

9 

242 

Michigan 

96 

56 

26 

195 

2 

13 

5 

10 

5 

311 

Minnesota 

193 

28 

12 

109 

1 

9 

6 

8 

2 

177 

Mississippi 

31 

4 

2 

16 

(i) 

2 

1 

(i) 

(J) 

26 

Missouri 

91 

20 

8 : 

74 

1 . 

4 

1 

5 

2 

115 

Montana 

48 

9 

2 

17 

(t) 

2 

1 

(t) 

2 

29 

Nebraska 

125 

10 

4 

45 

t) 

4 

1 

2 

1 

67 

Nevada 

3 

3 

1 

16 

1 

1 

(t) 

1 

(}) 

24 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-23. — Current operating revenue^ expenses^ and dividends of national banks, by major categories and States, year 

ended Dec. 31, 1964 — Continued 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 


State 

Number 
of banks% 

Current operating revenue 

Interest and divi- 
dends on securities 

Interest 

and 

discount 
on loans 

Service 
charges 
and 
other 
fees on 
bank 
loans 

Service 

charges 

on 

deposit 
■ accounts 

Other 
service 
charges, 
commissions, 
fees and 
collection 
and 

exchange 

charges 

Trust 

depart- 

ment 

Other 

current 

operating 

revenue 

Total 

current 

operating 

revenue 

US. 

Govern- 

ment 

obliga- 

tions 

Other 

securities 

1 

New Hampshire 

50 

3 

1 

15 

(t) 

2 

(J) 

(t) 

(t) 

22 

New Jersey 

146 

41 

27 

169 

3 

17 

3 

8 

4 

272 

New Mexico 

33 

6 

1 

21 

(» 

2 

1 

1 

1 

33 

New York 

203 

100 

i 72 

531 

9 

i 34 

10 

i 29 

38 

823 

North Carolina 

31 

8 

5 

53 

2 

5 

3 

2 

1 

79 

North Dakota 

41 

5 

2 

15 

C) 

2 

1 

(t) 

(}) 

25 

Ohio 

221 

63 

28 

229 

3 

18 

4 

12 

5 

i 362 

Oklahoma 

222 

23 

8 

86 

1 

8 

2 

2 

2 

132 

Oregon 

11 

13 

6 

81 

1 

10 

1 1 

3 

2 

118 

Pennsylvania 

387 

85 

63 

339 

4 

18 

1 6 

28 

9 

554 

Rhode Island 

4 

3 

5 

21 

(t) 

2 

1 

2 

(}) 

33 

South Carolina 

25 

6 

2 

27 

(t) 

3 

1 

1 

1 

42 

South Dakota 

33 

5 

2 

19 

(t) 

2 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

29 

Tennessee 

75 

22 

10 

100 

1 

6 

2 

3 

2 

147 

Texas 

539 

82 

39 

362 

6 

22 

8 

15 

8 

542 

Utah 

12 

3 

2 

23 

1 : 

2 

1 

1 

(J) 

32 

Vermont 

28 

2 

1 

9 

(J) ' 

1 

(J) 

(» 

(J) 

13 

Virginia 

123 

19 

9 

95 

2 

8 

2 

5 

2 

141 

Washington 

28 

21 

9 

107 

2 

14 

3 

5 

3 

165 

West Virginia 

79 

11 

2 

25 1 

(« 

1 

1 

1 

1 

41 

Wisconsin 

109 

22 

8 

70 

1 

5 

2 

3 

3 

112 

Wyoming 

38 ; 

3 

1 

13 

(J) 

1 

1 

(t) 


19 

Virgin Islands j 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

0 

(J) 

2 

District of Columbia — all*. . . j 

15 

20 

3 

64 

1 

6 

1 

6 

1 

103 


^Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of 
Columbia, all of which are supervised by the Comptroller of the 
Currency. 

tincludes Virgin Islands. 

{Less than 8500,000. 


|Number of banks as of end of year, but figures of income, 
expenses, etc., include banks which were in operation a part of 
the year but were inactive at the close of the year. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B— 23. — Current operating revenue^ epxenses^ and dividends of national banks, by major categories and States, year ended Dec. 31, 1964 — Continued 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 


Current operating expenses 
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State 

Salaries and wages 

Officer and 
employee 
benefits 
{pensions, 
hospitalizA" 
tion, social 
security, 
insurance, 
etc.) 

Fees paid to 
directors and 
members of 
executive, 
discount, 
and other 
committees 

Interest 
on time 
and 
savings 
deposits 

Interest 
and dis^ \ 
count on \ 
borrowed 
money 

Net 

occupancy 
expense 
of bank 
premises 

Furniture 
and equip- 
ment {depre- 
ciation, rents, 
servicing, un- 
capitalized 
costs, etc.) 

Other 

current 

oprating 

expenses 

Total 

current 

operating 

expenses 

Net 

current 

operating 

earningt^ 

Officers 

Employees other 
than officers 

Amount 

jVumber^ 

Amount 

Plumber/^ 

United Statesf 

$665 

62,775 

$1,211 

300, 976 

$266 

833 

$2, 263 

820 

8351 

$206 

8890 

85, 905 

82, 243 

Alabama 

9 

873 

15 

4, 371 

3 

(t) 

24 

(t) 

3 

2 

12 

70 

31 

Alaska 

2 

114 ' 

3 

534 

(t) 

(t) 

3 

(t) 

1 

1 

2 

11 

3 

Arizona 

7 

692 

14 

3,517 

3 

(» 

23 

(t) 

4 

3 

9 

63 

19 

Arkansas 

5 

494 

6 

1,751 

1 

(j) 

10 

fj) 

2 

1 

6 

31 

13 

California 

97 

9, 579 

207 

46, 226 

41 

1 

429 


2 1 

57 

34 

106 

974 

314 

Colorado 

10 

971 

15 

3, 845 

3 

1 

28 

(t) 

5 

3 

12 

79 

24 

Connecticut 

8 

727 

16 

3,938 

4 

(t) 

15 

(t) 

5 

3 

10 

63 

22 

Delaware 

(t) 

21 

(t) 

62 

(t) 

(» 

(t) 


0 

(t) 

(t) 

ft) 

1 

(t) 

District of Columbia 

5 

358 

8 

1,838 

1 

(t) 

11 

(t) 

2 

2 

6 

35 

20 

Florida 

20 

1, 922 

35 

9,515 

6 

1 

47 


1 

9 

' 8 

28 

' 155 

51 

Georgia 

11 

1,004 

20 

5,490 

5 

1 

18 

ft) 

7 

4 

18 

1 84 

32 

Hawaii 

2 

134 

3 

627 

1 

(t) 

5 


0 

1 

1 

2 

1 13 

5 

Idaho 

3 

301 

5 

1,420 

1 

(t) 

8 

ft) 

1 

1 

3 

22 

11 

Illinois 

47 

3, 870 

92 

20,991 

24 

3 

225 


2 

23 

13 

66 

495 

208 

Indiana 

17 

1, 527 

27 

7, 113 

6 

1 

38 

( 

:) 

8 

5 

24 

126 

50 

Iowa 

7 

695 

8 

2, 269 

2 

(t) 

13 

( 

:) 

3 

2 

8 

1 43 

16 

Kansas 

10 

995 

9 

2,545 

2 

1 

16 

( 

:) 

3 

1 2 

8 

! 51 

26 

Kentucky 

6 

681 

8 

2, 494 

2 

(t) 

11 

( 

:) 

3 

2 

7 

40 

19 

Louisiana 

9 

717 

16 

4, 079 

3 

1 j 

21 

( 

:) 

5 

3 

15 

72 

31 



2 

231 

4 

1,056 

1 

(t) 

5 

( 

t) 

1 

1 1 

, 3 

16 

, 6 


Maryland 

6 

639 

13 

3, 587 

Massachusetts 

20 

1, 702 

43 

10, 443 

Michigan 

17 

1, 390 

47 

12, 080 

Minnesota 

16 

1, 535 

25 

6, 540 

Mississippi 

2 

254 

4 

1,007 

Missouri 

10 

1, 064 

18 

5, 741 

Montana 

3 

313 

4 

1, 028 

Nebraska 

9 

834 

9 

2, 524 

N evada 

2 

252 

4 

920 

New Hampshire 

2 

269 

3 

965 

New Jersey 

21 

1,914 

45 

11,498 

New Mexico 

3 

331 

5 

1,487 

New York 

50 

4, no 

120 

25, 765 

North Carolina 

8 

797 

13 

3, 780 

North Dakota 

3 

281 

3 

882 

Ohio 

27 

2, 319 

52 

12, 980 

Oklahoma 

15 

1, 573 

17 

4, 581 

Oregon 

12 

1,301 

18 

4, 366 

Pennsylvania 

40 

4, 074 

74 

19, 431 

Rhode Island 

2 

184 

4 

1, 188 

South Carolina 

5 

532 

9 

2, 562 

South Dakota 

3 

352 

4 

1,010 

Tennessee 

11 

1, 111 

20 

5, 401 

Texas 

51 

4, 895 

64 

16, 895 

Utah 

2 

228 

4 

1,080 

Vermont 

1 

148 

2 

531 

Virginia 

13 

1,360 

20 

5,717 

Washington 

15 

1, 470 

29 

6, 693 

West Virginia 

4 

410 

5 

1,481 

Wisconsin 

10 

995 

15 

4, 376 

Wyoming 

Virgin I^ands 

2 

(t) 

222 

10 

3 

(t) 

685 

71 

District of Columbia — all* 

8 

605 

15 

3, 522 


^Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of Columbia, 
which are supervised by the Gomptoller of the Currency, 
tincludes Virgin Islands. 

{Less than $500,000. 
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Table B-23 . — Current operating revenue^ expenses^ and dividends of national banks, by major categories and states, year ended Dec. 31, 1964 — Continued 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 
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Recoveries, transfers from valuation reserves, and profits § 


State 

On securities 

On loans 

All 

other 

Total 

recoveries 

transfers 

from 

valuation 

reserves, 

and 

profits 

On securities 

On loans 

All 

other 

Total 
losses, 
charge- 
offs, and 
transfers 
to valua- 
tion 
reserves 

Profits on 
securities 
sold or 
redeemed 

Re- 

coveries 

Transfers 

from 

valuation 

reserves 

Re- 

coveries 

Transfers 

1 from 
\ valuation 
' reserves 

! 

Losses on 
securities •• 
sold 

1 

Charge- , 
ofis on 
securities 
not sold 

1 

Transfers 

to 

valuation 

reserves 

Losses 1 

and 

ckargeqffs 

Transfers 

to 

valuation 

reserves 

United Statesf 

$43 

S2 

$39 

$8 

$19 

$58 

$169 

$50 

$4 1 

$41 

$13 

$366 

*82 

$557 

Alabama 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(}) 

(}) 

2 

5P 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

5 

1 

7 

Alaska 

(» 


0 1 

0 

0 

0 

(}) 

(t) 

(t) 


0 

0 

0 1 

1 

(t) 

1 

Arizona 

1 


0 ; 

(t) 

0 

0 


1 

(}) 


0 

(t) 

0 

4 

(t) 

4 

Arkansas 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

a) 

1 

(}) 


p 

C) 

(t) 

2 

1 

3 

California 

4 

(» 

3 

a) 

(t) 

2 

10 

7 

h 

t) 

11 

(t) 

52 

17 

87 

Colorado 

(» 

(» 

(t) 


{P 

(t) 

1 

1 

(! 

1) 

(t) 

1 

3 

1 

5 

Connecticut 

(H 


0 

(t) 

({) 

(i) 

1 

1 

1 1 

1 

0 

(t) 

(i) 

3 

2 

6 

Delaware 



0 

0 

(t) 

0 

(}) 

(t) 

0 

(t) 

0 

(J) 

0 

(t) 

(» 

District of Columbia 1 

a) 


0 

0 

<t) 

(» 

(t) 

(t) 

1 


0 

0 

(t) 

1 

(» 

2 

Florida 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

(» 

(t) 

3 

1 

(J 

f) 

(» 

1 

9 

1 

12 

Georgia 


«) 

(» 

(t) 

(}) 

3 

3 

1 

(j 

b 

(t) 

(» 

3 

1 

5 

Hawaii 

(t) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

(t) 


0 

0 

0 

(t) 

(» 

1 

Idaho 

(» 

(! 

:) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(j) 

C) 

(t) 

( 

) 

0 

(» 

1 

(» 

2 

Illinois 

6 

(i 

:) 

15 

1 

1 

1 

24 

5 

( 

) 

9 

1 

57 

6 

77 

Indiana 

1 

( 

:) 

2 

<P 

(t) 

1 

4 

1 

( 

) 

2 

(» 

6 

3 

13 

Iowa 

(» 

( 

) 

(t) 

(t) 


1 

2 

(t) 

( 

) 

(t) 

(» 

2 

1 

3 

Kansas 

(j) 

( 

) 

(» 

(t) 

(« 


1 

(p 

( 

) 

(j) 

1 

2 

1 

4 

Kentucky 

(» 

( 


(» 

(t) 

(t) 


1 1 

(t) 

( 

) 

(t) 

(» 

2 

1 

3 

Louisiana 

2 

( 

\ 

(t) 


<p 

(tt 

3 


( 

) 

1 

(» 

3 

1 

6 



(t) 

( 

) 

(t) 

U) 

(i) 

(t) 

1 (t) 

t 

( 

) 

(t) 

i (t) 

1 1 

(t) 

1 


Losses, chargeqffs, and transfers to valuation reserves A 


Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Virgin I^ands 

District of Columbia- 
all* 


(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

<t) 

(t) 

7 

7 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

1 

3 

4 

(t) 

9 

(f) 

1 

8 

22 

2 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

15 

9 

27 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

3 

1 

5 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

15 

4 

21 

1 

(t) 


(t) 

(t) 

2 

4 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

4 

1 

6 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(1) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

2 

1 

(t) 

1 

(f) 

1 

1 

4 

1 

(j) 

1 

(t) 

3 

1 

6 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

(j) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

2 

1 

(t) 

(j) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

2 

(j) 

(t) 

1 

(f) 

2 

1 

4 

(t) 


0 

(t) 

0 

0 

(t) 

(t) 

(j) 

0 

(t) 

0 

1 

1 

2 

(1) 

( 

) 

0 

(f) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

(}) 

(t) 

(t) 

(f) 

1 

(f) 

1 

2 

( 

) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

1 

4 

1 

(J) 

(t) 

1 

16 

2 

20 

(f) 

( 

) 

(t) 

(t) 

(f) 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

(f) 

(}) 

3 

(f) 

3 

2 

( 

) 

(t) 

(f) 

3 

5 

11 

6 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

42 

5 

55 

(j) 

( 

) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

2 

2 

(}) 

(}) 

(t) 

(t) 

3 

1 

4 

(}) 

( 

) 

0 

(f) 

(f) 

(t) 

(f) 

(}) 

(t) 

0 

(}) 

1 

(t) 

1 

1 

( 

) 

1 

(t) 

1 

1 

4 

3 

(}) 

1 

(t) 

11 

2 

17 

1 

( 

) 

(J) 

1 

<f) 

2 

4 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

2. 

7 

1 

10 

(j) 


0 

1 

(t) 

0 

1 

2 

2 

0 

1 

(t) 

3 

1 

8 

2 

(t) 

1 

(f) 

1 

3 

8 

6 

(t) 

2 

1 

23 

4 

36 

(t) 


0 

(f) 

(t) 

0 

(t) 

(}) 

(}) 

0 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

(f) 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

<t) 

0 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

0 

(}) 

2 

1 

2 

(t) 

(f) 

0 

(t) 

0 

(t) 

(}) 

(f) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

(f) 

1 

2 

(f) 

(f) 

(t) 

3 

(f) 

6 

1 

(}) 

(t) 

(f) 

7 

3 

12 

2 

(t) 

1 

1 

1 

6 

12 

3 

(t) 

7 

3 

25 

5 

43 

(t) 


0 

0 

(t) 

(f) 

(t) 

<t) 

(f) 

0 

0 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 



0 

0 

(t) 

(J) 

(t) 

<t) 

({) 

(t) 

(t) 

(f) 

(t) 

(}) 

1 

(i) 

( 

:) 

1 


(t) 

1 

2 

1 

(t) 

1 

(f) 

5 

1 

8 

1 

( 

:) 

<l> 

a) 

1 

(t) 

3 

(}) 


1 

(t) 

5 

1 

7 

(t) 

( 

:) 

(f) 


<P 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

C) 

(}) 

(P 

2 

(t) 

2 

1 

( 

:) 

(t) 

St) 


2 

3 

1 

it) 

C) 

(t) 

5 

St) 

6 

(t) 

( 

:) 

0 

a) 

(p 

(t) 

(f) 

(}) 

it) 

(}) 

(f) 

1 

») 

1 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

(f) 

(f) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(t> 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

0 

<t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(j) 

1 

0 

(}) 

(t) 

1 

1 

3 


♦Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of Columbia, all of 
which are supervised by the Comptroller of the Currency, 
tincludes Virgin Islands. 

JLess than $500,000. 


§Not Including recoveries credited to valuation reserves. 
ANot including losses charged to valuation reserves. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B— 23. — Current operating revenue, expenses, and dividends of national banks, by major categories and states, year ended Dec, 31, 1964 — Continued 

[Dollar amounts in millions] 


State 

J^et in- 
come 
before 
related 
taxes 

Taxes on net 
income 

Net income 
before 
dividends 

Casb dividends declared 

Capital 

accounts^ 

Ratios 

Memoranda items 

On 

com- 

mon 

stock 

On 

pre- 

ferred 

stock 

Total 

cash 

dividends 

declared 

Net fn- 
come 
after 
dividends 

Net income 
before 
dividends 
to capital 
accounts 
{percent') 

Total cur- 
rent operat- 
ing expenses 
to total cur- 
rent operat- 
ing revenue 
{percent') 

Recoveries cred- 
ited to valuation 
reserves {not 
included in re- 
coveries, p. 226) 

Losses charged to 
valuation re- 
serves {not 
included in 
losses, p. 226) 

Federal 

State 

On 

securities 

On 

loans 

On 

securities 

On 

loans 

United States f. ...... 

$1, 855 

S580 

S51 

SI, 213a 

$591 

SI 

S593 

$620 

$14, 298 

8. 48 

72. 47 

S3 

$106 

$32 

$226 

Alabama 

25 

8 

1 

16 

7 

0 

7 

9 

179 

8. 94 

69. 31 

0 

1 

(f) 

4 

Alaska 

2 

1 

ftf 

1 

(t) 

0 

(t) 

1 

13 

7. 69 

78. 57 

0 

(1) 

0 

1 

Arizona 

16 

6 

(H 

9 

5 

0 

5 

4 

no 

8. IS 

76. 83 

0 

1 

0 

3 

Arkansas 

11 

3 

0 

8 

2 

0 

2 

5 

79 

10. 13 

72. 09 

0 

«) 

(t) 

1 

California 

237 

69 

22 

142 

92 

0 

92 

50 

1, 679 

8. 52 

75. 56 


9 

1 0 

Jy 

Colorado 

20 

7 

1 

12 

6 

0 ' 

6 

6 

169 

7. 10 

77. 45 

(.t) 

2 

6 

3 

Connecticut 

16 

5 

1 

11 

6 

0 

6 

5 

132 

8. 33 

75.00 

0 

1 

(t) 

2 

Delaware 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

0 

(t) 

(}) 

2 

4. 65 

87. 45 

0 

(t) 

0 

0 

Dist. of Col 

18 

8 

0 

10 

5 

0 

5 

5 

96 

10. 42 

63. 64 

0 

2 

0 

1 

Florida 

41 

14 

0 

27 

11 

(t) 

11 

16 

377 

7. 16 

75. 61 


2 


10 

Georgia 

30 

10 

0 

19 

7 

0 

7 

12 

202 

9. 41 

72. 41 


2 

a) 

4 

Hawaii 

5 

1 

(t) 

3 

1 

0 

1 

2 

32 

9. 37 

72. 22 

0 

(f) 

0 

(» 

Idaho 

9 

3 

1 

5 

2 

0 

2 

3 

44 

11. 36 

66. 67 

0 

1 

0 

(f) 

Illinois 

155 

47 

0 

108 

50 

0 

50 

58 

1, 356 

7. 96 

70. 41 

2 

17 

2 

22 

Indiana 

41 

16 

0 

25 

10 

0 

10 

15 

315 

7. 94 

71. 59 

(t) 

3 

(f) 

5 

Iowa 

15 

5 

0 

10 

4 

0 

4 

6 

110 

9. 09 

72. 88 

(t) 

1 

(f) 

1 

Kansas 

23 

7 

1 

15 

5 

(t) 

5 

10 

160 

9. 37 

67. 10 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

2 

Kentucky 

17 

5 

0 

11 

4 

0 

4 

7 

121 

9. 09 

67. 80 

(t) 

1 

1 

1 

Louisiana 

28 

11 

0 

17 

6 

(t) 

7 

11 

211 

8. 06 

69. 90 

0 

1 

(f) 

2 

Maine 

5 

2 

0 

3 

I 

0 

1 

2 

41 

7. 32 

72.73 

(t) 

ft) 

(f) 

1 

^Maryland 

27 

8 

0 

19 

6 

0 

6 

13 

143 

13. 29 

72. 15 

0 

2 

(1) 

1 
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Massachusetts 

81 

28 

6 

48 

23 

0 

23 

25 

475 

10. 11 

64. 05 

(t) 

3 

1 

9 

Michigan 

55 

15 

0 

39 

18 

(t) 

18 

21 

461 

8. 68 

77. 17 

(t) 

5 

1 

8 

Minnesota 

46 

15 

3 

28 

13 

0 

13 

15 

308 

9. 09 

72. 88 

0 

2 

0 

4 

Mississippi 

7 

2 

0 

5 

2 

0 

2 

3 

45 

11. 11 

69.23 

0 

1 

0 

1 

Missouri 

35 

13 

1 

21 

8 

0 

8 

13 

276 

7. 61 

67. 83 

0 

1 

(t) 

1 

Montana 

7 

2 

0 

5 

2 

0 

2 

2 

41 

12. 20 

72. 41 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

Nebraska 

18 

7 

0 

11 

5 

0 

5 

6 

133 

8. 27 

70. 15 

(}) 

1 

(t) 

2 

Nevada 

6 

2 

0 

4 

2 

0 

2 

1 

33 

12. 12 

70. 83 

0 

(t) 

0 

’ 

New Hampshire 

5 

2 

0 

3 

1 

0 

1 

2 

41 

7. 32 

72. 73 

0 

(t) 

0 

1 

New Jersey 

49 

12 

0 

37 

17 

(t) 

17 

19 

427 

8. 67 

76. 10 

(}) 

2 

(t) 

(> 

New Mexico 

6 

2 

0 

4 

2 

0 

2 

2 

48 

8. 33 

75. 76 

(}) 

(t) 

(t) 

2 

New York 

177 

42 

8 

125 

63 

1 

64 

61 

1, 540 

8. 12 

73. 15 

(t) 

18 

2 

32 

North Carolina 

21 

7 

(t) 

13 

6 

0 

6 

7 

137 

9. 49 

70. 89 

(}) 

(f) 

(}) 

1 

North Dakota 

5 

2 

(t) 

4 

2 

0 

2 

2 

35 

11.43 

72. 00 

0 

(f) 

0 

(t) 

Ohio 

95 

34 

0 

61 

26 

(t) 

26 

35 

675 

9. 04 

70. 17 

(t) 

4 

1 

6 

Oklahoma 

37 

13 

1 

23 

12 

0 

12 

11 

288 

7. 64 

67. 42 

0 

2 

0 

b 

Oregon 

23 

7 

2 

14 

8 

0 

B 

6 

174 

8. 05 

75. 42 

0 

1 

(}) 


Pennsylvania 

121 

26 

0 

94 

49 

0 

49 

44 

1, 185 

7. 85 

73. 10 

(t) 

6 

3 

12 

Rhode Island 

5 

(t) 

(t) 

4 

3 

0 

3 

2 

51 

7. 84 

81. 82 

0 

(t) 

0 

(t) 

South Carolina 

12 

5 

(t) 

7 

3 

(t) 

3 

4 

72 

9. 72 

66. 67 

(t) 

(t) 

0 

(}) 

South Dakota 

8 

3 

(f) 

5 

2 

0 

2 

3 

40 

12. 50 

72. 41 

0 

(}) 

(t) 

1 

Tennessee 

35 

12 

0 

23 

9 

0 

9 

14 

255 

9. 02 

72. 11 

0 

1 

(f) 

4 

Texas 

130 

46 

0 

84 

45 

0 

45 

39 

1, 090 

7. 71 

70. 30 

(}) 

7 

2 

21 

Utah 

10 

4 

(t) 

6 

3 

0 

3 

3 

52 

11. 54 

68. 75 

0 


0 

ft) 

Vermont 

2 

1 

(t) 

2 

1 

(t) 

1 

1 

23 

8. 70 

84. 62 

0 

h) 

0 

(}) 

Virginia 

34 

13 

0 

21 

10 

0 

10 

11 

246 

8. 54 

71. 63 

(t) 

1 

1 

3 

Washington 

41 

16 

0 

25 

11 

0 

11 

14 

248 

10. 08 

72. 73 

0 

1 

0 

2 

West Virginia 

13 

5 

0 

8 

3 

0 

3 

5 

91 

8. 79 

65, 85 

0 

(}) 

(t) 

1 

Wisconsin 

27 

8 

1 

18 

8 

0 

8 

9 

201 

8. 96 

72. 32 

0 

1 

0 

2 

Wyoming 

4 

2 

0 

2 

1 

0 

1 

1 

33 

6. 06 

73. 68 

0 


0 

(t) 

Virgin Islands 

(t) 

(t) 

0 

(t) 

0 

0 

0 

(t) 

2 

14. 04 

72. 01 

0 

(i) 

0 

(t) 

District of Columbia — 
















all* 

33 

15 

0 

18 

8 

0 

8 

9 

161 

11. 18 

65. 05 

0 

2 

0 

1 


* Includes national and nonnational banks in the District of Columbia, all of which 
are supervised by the Comptroller of the Currency. 

\ Includes Virgin Islands, 
i Less than $500,000, 

I This includes the aggregate book value of capital stock, undivided profits, re- 
serves, and preferred stock retirement fund. These are averages of data from the 


Reports of Condition of the previous December and the current June and Decem- 
ber of the respective year. 

A This figure is after deduction of $10 million, interest paid on capital notes and 
debentures. 

Note: Data may not add to totals because of rounding. 
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Table B— 24. — Current operating revenue^ expenses^ and dividends of national banks in the United States and possessions operating throughout calendar 1964, by 

size of deposits, December 1964 


pDoIlar amounts in millions] 


Item 

Banks operating throughout entire year ivith deposits in December 1964, of — 

Less than 
$2,0 

$^.I to 
$5.0 

$5.1 to 
$10.0 

$10.1 to 
$25.0 

$25.1 to 
$50.1 

$50.1 to 
$100.0 

$100.1 to 
$500.0 

Over 

$500.1 

Total 

Number of banks 

393 

1,253 

1,169 

1,012 

336 

180 

176 

50 

4, 569 

Total deposits 

$562 

$4, 310 

$8, 355 

$15, 853 

$11,671 

$12, 482 

$37, 598 

$76, 272 

$167, 104 

Capital stock (par value) 

25 

139 

207 

391 

295 

322 

943 

1,864 

4, 185 

Capital accounts 

82 

489 1 

785 

1, 386 

966 

1,044 

3, 165 

6, 769 

14, 688 

Current operatii^ revenue : ! 










Interest and dividends on — 










U.S. Government obligations. 

7 

47 

86 

149 

106 

112 

254 

420 

1, 181 

Other securities 

1 

13 

31 

62 

44 

45 

119 

283 

598 

Interest and discount on loans 

18 

136 

258 

498 

357 

368 

1, 144 : 

2, 423 

5, 201 

Service charges and other fees on banks* loans 

(t) 

1 

2 

7 

5 

5 

21 

50 

93 

Service charges on deposit accounts 

2 

13 

27 

55 

38 

35 

96 

172 

438 

Other service charges, commissions, fees, and collec- 










tion and exchange charges 

1 

4 

7 

13 

9 

9 

29 

60 

132 



(t) 

1 

8 

15 

18 

76 i 

170 


Other current operating revenue 

2 , 

4 

10 

9 

9 

30 

100 

165 

Total current operating revenue 

29 

217 

417 

801 

584 

601 

1.770 

3,678 

8, 097 

Current operating expenses: 







i 



Salaries and wages: i 










Officers 

6 i 

35 

53 

84 

56 

53 

140 

231 

658 

Employees other than officers 

3 1 

26 ! 

52 

111 

87 

88 

285 

550 

1,202 

Number of officers i 

t. 111 1 

4,645 

6, 262 

8, 505 

5, 237 

4, 604 

11,781 

19,456 i 

61,601 

Number of employees other than officers * 

1, 100 I 

7,973 

15, 386 

31,295 

24,057 

23, 118 

71,797 

121,039 

295, 765 

Officer and employee benefits — pensions, hospitalixa- 










tion, social security, insurance, etc 

1 

5 , 

11 

23 

18 

18 

60 

128 

264 

Fees paid to directors and members of executive, dis- 










count, and other committees 

1 I 

4 

6 

8 

4 

3 

5 

3 

33 

Interest on time and savines dei>osits 

5 1 

52 

111 

217 

159 

165 

437 

1, 103 

2, 250 

Interest and discount on borrowed money 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

1 1 

1 

5 

11 

19 

Net occupancy expense of bank premises 

1 

10 

18 

36 

28 

27 

76 

151 

347 

Furniture and equipment — depreciation, rents, serv- 










icing, uncapitalized costs, etc 

1 

6 

10 

21 

15 

17 

52 

83 

204 

Other current operating expenses 

4 

28 

49 

98 

71 

72 

209 

348 1 

879 

Total current operating expenses 

22 j 

165 

310 1 

597 

439 

445 1 

1,269 

2, 609 

5, 856 

Net current operating earnings 

7 

52 

107 

204 

145 

156 

501 

1,069 

2, 240 

Recoveries, transfers from valuation reserves, and profits: 



! 


1 





On securities: 










Profits on securities sold or redeemed 


1 

3 

5 

4 

3 

9 

19 

43 

Recoveries 

‘■V 



1 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

2 

Transfers from valuation reserves 

( t ) 

( i ) 

( t ) 

1 

1 

1 

3 

32 

39 
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On loans : 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation reserves . 
All other 


Total recoveries, transfers from valuation reserves, 
and profits 

Losses, chargeoffs, and transfers to valuation reserves: 

On securities: 

Losses on securities sold 

Chargeoffs on securities not sold 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

On loans: 

Losses and chargeoffs 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

All other 


Total losses, chargeoffs, and transfers to valuation 


Net income before related taxes . 

Taxes on net income: 

Federal 

State 


Total taxes on net income. 


Net income before dividends 3. 


On common stock. . 
On preferred stock . 


Total cash dividends declared. 


Net income after dividends . 


Average per bank: 

Gross current operating revenue . 

Current operating expenses 

Net current operating earnings. . , 
Net income before dividends 


Per 8100 of deposits: 

Net current operating earnings. 

Net income before dividends 

Per SlOO of capital accounts: 

Net current operating earnings . 
Net income before dividends . . . , 
Cash dividends 


I Excludes building employees. 

® Number at end of year. 

3 After deduction of interest paid on capital notes and debentures. 
JLess than $500,000. 
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2 

2 

1 

1 

(t) 

1 

(t) 

! (t) 

8 

(t) 

1 

1 

1 

2 

4 

11 

19 

1 

2 

4 

2 

3 

15 

29 

56 

4 

7 

14 

9 

9 

31 

92 

167 

1 

2 

3 

3 

3 

9 

28 

49 

(t) 

1 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

Ct) 

(t) 

4 

(t) 

(t) 

2 

1 

1 

5 

32 

41 

4 

4 

3 

1 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

13 

6 

14 

32 

24 

24 

79 ! 

182 

362 

1 

4 

6 

4 

6 

14 

46 

81 

12 

25 

47 

34 

34 

108 

289 

55i 

43 

90 

171 

120 

131 

424 

872 

1, 856 

11 

24 

50 

39 

43 

145 

264 

578 

1 

2 

3 

2 

2 

8 

35 

51 

12 

26 

53 

41 

45 

i 153 

299 

629 

32 

64 

119 

79 

j 86 

1 268 

1 565 

1, 216 

12 

23 

45 

33 

36 

128 

310 

590 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

1 

12 

23 

45 

33 

36 

128 

311 

591 

19 

40 

74 

46 

50 

140 

254 

625 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

2 

3 

10 

74 

2 

( :) 

(t) 

1 

1 

2 

7 

52 

1 

( :) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

1 

3 

21 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

(t) 

2 

11 

(t) 

1.21 

t.28 

1. 29 

1.24 

1. 25 

1.33 

1. 40 

t. 34 

.74 

.76 

.75 

. 68 

. 69 

.71 

.74 

.73 

10. 62 

13. 60 

14. 72 

14. 99 

14. 91 

15. 83 

15.79 

15. 25 

6.49 

8. 09 

8. 56 

8. 17 

8. 21 

8. 47 

8. 35 

8. 28 

2. 51 

2. 97 

3. 23 

3. 42 

3. 47 

4. 06 

4. 59 

4. 02 


Note: The deposits, capital stock, and capital accounts shown in this table are as 
of December. Capital accounts represents the aggregate book value of capital 
stock, surplus, undivided profits, reserves, and retirement fund for preferred stock. 


Table B-25 . — Current operating revenue, expenses, and dividends of national banks, years ended Dec. 31, 1963 and 1964 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 



7963 

1964 

Number of banks i 

4,615 

4, 773 

Capita] stocks par value * 

Capital accounts * 

$ 3 , 886 , 042 
$ 13 , 102 , 085 

$ 4 , 163 , 070 
$ 14 , 297 , 834 


Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Current operating revenue: 

Into'cst and mvidents on: 

U.S. Government obligations 

OthCT securities 

Interest and discount on loans 

Service charges and other fees on banks* loans 

Service cbatges on deposit accounts 

Other service charges, commissions, fees, and collection and exchange 

charges 

Trust department 

Other current operating revenue 

$ 1 , 171,285 
504 , 854 
4 , 621,556 
83 , 090 
408, 787 

113 , 394 
260 , 970 
138 , 535 

16.04 
6 . 91 
63.29 

1. 14 ' 
5 . 60 

1.55 I 
3.57 ' 
1.90 

$ 1 , 189 , 736 
601,677 
5 , 232 , 386 
93 , 734 
441 , 409 

133 , 259 
290 , 331 
165, 166 

14 . 60 
7 . 38 
64 . 22 
1. 15 
5.42 

1.64 
3 . 56 
2 . 03 

Total current operating revenue 

7 , 302 , 471 

100.00 

8 , 147 , 698 

100 . 00 

Current operating expenses: 

Salaries and w^es: 

Officers 

Employees other than officers 

607 , 954 
1 , 131,033 

11.63 

21.63 

664 , 841 
1 , 210,766 

11.26 
20 . 50 

Number of officers i 

Number of employees other than officers i 

58,238 1 
287 , 498 : 


62 , 775 
300 , 976 


Officer and employee benefits — pensions, hospitalization, social 

security, insurance, etc 

Fees paid to directors and members of executive, discount, and other 

committees 

Interest on time and savings deposits 

Interest and discount on borrowed money 

Net occupancy expense of bank premises 

Furniture and equipment— depreciation, rents, servicing, uncapi> 

t^ized costs, etc 

Other current operating expenses 

242 , 598 

1 31,014 

1 , 917,349 
19 , 576 
313 , 563 

173 , 699 
791 , 979 

4 . 64 

.59 
36 . 67 
.37 
6 . 00 

3 . 32 
15.15 

266, 022 

33 , 447 

1 2 , 262,724 
19,526 
350, 823 

206,210 
890 , 354 

4 . 51 

.57 
38 . 32 
.33 
5.94 

3 . 49 
15 . 08 

Total current operating expenses 

5 , 228, 765 

100 . GO 

5 , 904,713 

100 . 00 

Net current operating earnings 

-■ 2 , 073 , 706 

1 

2 , 242 , 985 


Recoveries, transfers from valuation reserves, and profits : 

On securities: 

Profits on securities sold or redeemed 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation reserves 

On loans: 

Recoveries 

Transfers from valuation reserves 

All other 

88 , 053 
2 , 340 
44 , 764 

8 , 062 
105 , 038 
55, 537 

29 . 98 
.77 
14 . 74 

2 . 65 
34 . 58 
18 . 28 

43 , 318 
1,564 
39,214 

7 , 640 
19 , 288 
57 , 599 

25. 69 
.93 
23.25 

4 . 53 
11.44 
34.16 

Total recoveries, transfers from valuation reserves, and profits. . . . 

303,794 

100 . 00 

168 , 623 

100 . 00 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-25. — Current operating revenue^ expenses, and dividends of national banks, years ended Dec. 31, 1963 and 

1964 — Continued 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


1963 1964 



Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Losses, chargeoffs, and transfers to valuation reserves: 

On securities ; 

Losses on securities sold 

Chargeoffs on securities not sold 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

On loans: 

Losses and chargeoffs 

Transfers to valuation reserves 

$27, 750 
6, 306 
39, 259 

12, 527 
329, 596 
68,119 

5. 74 

1. 30 
8. 12 

2. 59 
68. 16 
14.09 

$49,738 
4, 442 
41, 340 

13, 465 
365, 585 
82, 370 

8. 93 
.80 
7. 42 

2. 42 
65. 64 
14. 79 

Total losses, chargeoffs, and transfers to valuation reserves 

483, 557 

100. 00 

556, 940 

100 00 

1, 893, 943 


1, 854, 668 


Taxes on net income: 



637, 099 
50, 927 


579, 742 1 
51,430 ' 








688, 026 


631, 172 ! 





1,205,917 : 


1,213, 284 3| 


Cash dividends declared : 



547, 060 
1, 126 


591,491 

1,319 








548, 186 


592, 810 





657, 731 


620, 474 


Occupancy expense of bank premises: 

Salaries and wages : 



1,186 
50, 048 

.29 
12. 22 

1 

! 

1,485 
52, 831 

.33 

11.71 

Employees other than officers 

152 

16,814 


166 
16, 978 





Building officer and employee benefits 

Recurring depreciation on bank premises and leasehold improve- 



5, 998 

75,058 

51, 333 
68, 435 
94,717 
62, 682 

1.47 

18. 33 

12. 54 
16.71 
23. 13 
15. 31 

6, 268 

81, 760 

56, 140 
74, 593 
no, 149 
67, 963 

1.39 

18. 12 

12. 44 
16. 53 
24. 42 
15. 06 

Maintenance, repairs, and uncapitalized alteration costs of bank 

premises and leasehold improvements 

Insurance, utilities (heat, light, and water), etc 

Rents paid on bank f)remises 

Taxes on bank premises and leasehold improvements 

Gross occupancy expense 

Less: 

Rental income from bank premises 

409, 457 

100. 00 

451,189 

100. 00 

92, 204 
3,690 

22. 52 
.90 

96, 468 

3, 898 

21.38 

.86 


95, 894 

23. 42 

100, 366 

22. 24 


313, 563 

76. 58 

350, 823 

77. 76 



See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table B-25 . — Current operating revenue^ expenses^ and dividends of national banks, years ended Dec. 31, 1963 and 

1964 — Continued 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


1963 1964 



Amount 

Percent 

distribution 

Amount 

I Percent 

distribution 

Memoranda items: 

Recoveries credited to valuation reserves (not included in recoveries 
above): 

$5, 306 
60, 402 

11,867 
177, 661 
126, 085 


$2, 553 
105, 995 

32, 320 
225, 854 
153, 497 





Losses charged to valuation reserves (not included in losses above): 









Ratios to current operating revenue: 




24. 24 
26.25 
21.11 


23.43 

27.77 

21.27 



1 








71.60 


72. 47 





28. 40 


27.53 





14. 11 
4. 18 


14. 24 
4. 15 








1 Number at end of period. Remaining figures include 
earning, expenses, etc., of banks which were in operation a 
part of the year but were inactive at the close of the year. 

* Figures arc averages of amounts reported for the June and 
December call dates in the year indicated and the December 
call date in the previous year. 

< After deduction of $10.2 million, interest paid on capital 
notes and debentures. 

* Exclusive of building employees. 


Note: Earnings and dividends figures for 1869 to 1937 were 
published for the years ended Aug. 31 or June 30 and appear 
in the table beginning on p. 96 of the Comptroller’s Annual 
Report for 1937. Similar figures for 1938 through 1941 ^pear 
in table 26 on p. 136 of the 1941 report. Calendar year figures 
arc available, beginning with the year 1917 and are published 
in the Comptroller’s reports as follows: 1938, p. 100: 1940, 
p. 17; 1942, p. 34; 1943, p. 30; 1946, p. 98; 1949, p. 100; 
1951, p. 118; 1954, p. 142; 1957, p. 152; and 1960, p. 217. 

' Revised from 1963 Annual Report. 
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Table B-26. — Number of national banks^ capital stock and accounts^ net profits^ dividends^ and ratios to capital accounts^ years ended Dec. 31 ^ 1944—64 
[Dollar amounts in thousands. For earlier data, see Annual Reports of the Comptroller of the Currency, 1938, p. 115, and 1963, p. 306] 




Capital stock {par 

value) t 



Cash dividends 


Ratios 



Tear 

Jsumber 
oj banks 

Preferred 

Common 

Total \ 

Total 
capital 
accounts t 

Net profits 
before 
dividends 

On 

preferred ■ 

On 

common 

Cash divi- 
dends on 
preferred 
stock to 
preferred 
capital 

Cash divi- 
dends on 

common 

Total cash 
dividends 

Net profits before 
dividends 







stock 

stock 

stock to 
common 
capital 

to capital 
accounts 

To capital 
stock 

To capital 
accounts 

1944 

S, 031 

no, 597 

SI, 440, 519 

$1, 551, 116 

S4, 114, 972 

$411,844 

$5,296 i 

$139, 012 

Percent 

4. 79 

Percent 

9. 65 

Percent 

3. 51 

Percent 
26. 55 

Percent 
10. 01 

1945 

5, 023 

80, 672 

1, 536, 212 

1, 616, 884 

4, 467,718 

490, 133 

4, 131 j 

151, 525 

5. 12 

9. 86 

3. 48 

30. 31 

10. 97 

1946 

5, 013 

53, 202 

1,646,631 

1, 699, 833 

4, 893, 038 

494, 898 

2,427 : 

167, 702 

4. 56 

10. 18 

3, 48 

29. 11 

10. 11 

1947 

5, 011 

32, 529 

1,736, 676 

1,697, 205 

1, 804, 490 

5, 293, 267 

452, 983 

1, 372 

182, 147 

4. 22 

10. 49 

3. 47 i 

25. 60 

8. 56 

1948 

4, 997 

25, 128 

1,779, 362 ; 

5, 545, 993 

423, 757 

1, 304 ; 

192, 603 , 

5. 19 , 

10.82 . 

3. 50 

23. 48 

7. 64 

1949 

4, 981 

20, 979 

1,863, 373 : 

1, 884, 352 

5, 811,044 

474, 881 

1, 100 i 

203, 644 

5. 24 1 

10. 93 ! 

3. 52 

25. 20 

8. 17 

1950 

4, 965 

16, 079 

1,949, 898 ! 

1,965,977 

6, 152, 799 

537, 610 

712 

228,792 

4. 43 1 

11.73 ' 

3. 73 

27. 35 

8. 74 

1951 

4, 946 

12,032 

2,046,018 ; 

2, 058, 050 

6, 506, 378 

506, 695 

615 

247,230 

5. 11 : 

12.08 

3. 81 

24. 62 

7.79 

1952 

4, 916 

6, 862 

2, 171, 026 : 

2, 177, 888 

6, 875, 134 

561,481 

400 

258, 663 

5. 83 ! 

11.91 

3. 77 

25. 78 

8. 17 

1953 1 

4, 864 

5, 512 

2, 258, 234 

2, 263, 746 

7, 235, 820 

573, 287 

332 

274, 884 

6. 02 

12. 17 

3. 80 

25. 32 

7. 92 

1954 

4, 796 

■ 4, 797 

2, 381, 429 

2, 386, 226 

7,739, 553 

741,065 

264 

299, 841 

5. 50 

12. 59 

3. 88 

31. 06 

9. 58 

1955 i 

4, 700 

; 4, 167 

2, 456, 454 

2, 460, 621 

7, 924, 719 

643, 149 

203 

309, 532 

4. 87 

12. 60 

3. 91 

26. 14 

8. 12 

1956 1 

4, 659 

i 3, 944 

2, 558, 111 

2, 562, 055 

8, 220, 620 

647, 141 

177 

329, 777 

4. 49 

12. 89 

4. 01 

25. 26 

7. 87 

1957 

4, 627 

: 3, 786 

2, 713, 145 

2,716, 931 

8, 769, 839 

729, 857 

171 

363, 699 

4. 52 

13. 41 

4. 15 

26. 86 

' 8. 32 

1958 

! 4, 585 

3, 332 

2,871,785 

2, 875, 117 

9, 412, 557 

889, 120 

169 

392, 822 

5. 07 

13. 68 

4. 18 

30. 92 

9. 45 

1959 

: 4, 542 

3, 225 

3, 063, 407 

1 3,066,632 

10, 003, 852 

i 800,311 

165 

' 422,703 

5. 12 

13. 80 

4. 23 

26. 10 

8. 00 

1960 

. 4, 530 

2. 050 

3, 257, 208 

3,259,258 

10, 695, 539 

1,046,419 

99 

' 450, 830 

4. 83 

13. 84 

4. 22 

32.11 

9. 78 

1961 

: 4, 513 

2, 040 

3, 464, 126 

3, 466, 166 

11, 470, 899 

1,042, 201 

1 119 

1 485,960 

5. 83 

14. 03 

4. 24 

30. 07 

9. 09 

1962 

i 4, 503 

9, 852 

3, 662, 603 

3, 672, 455 

12, 289, 305 

1, 068, 843 

1 202 

! 517, 546 

2. 05 

14. 13 

1 4. 21 

29. 10 

8. 70 

1963 

4,615 

24, 304 

' 3, 861,738 

3, 886, 042 

13,102, 085 

1,205,917 

1, 126 

547, 060 

4. 63 

r 14. 17 

4. 18 

r 31. 03 

9. 20 

1964 

4, 773 

27, 281 

4, 135, 789 

4, 163,070 

14, 297, 834 

1,213, 284 

1, 319 

591, 491 

4. 83 

14. 30 

4. 15 

29. 14 

8. 49 


1 These are averages of data from the Reports of Condition of the previous r Revised from 1963 Annual Report. 
December and the current June and December of the respective year. 
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Table B-27 . — Total loans of national banksy losses and recoveries on loans, and ratio of net losses or recoveries to loans, by 

calendar years, 1945-64 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Tear 

Total loans end 
of year 

Losses and 
chargeoffs 

Recoveries 

1 

' Net losses or 
recoveries ( + ) 

Ratio of net 
losses or net 
recoveries ( + ) 
to loans 

1945 

$13, 948, 042 

$29, 652 

$37, 392 

+ $7, 740 

Percent 
+ 0. 06 

1946 

17, 309, 767 

44, 520 

41,313 

3, 207 

.02 

1947 

21, 480, 457 

73, 542 

; 43, 629 

; 29,913 

.14 

1948 

23,818, 513 

* 50, 482 

2 31,133 

19, 349 

.08 

1949 

23, 928, 293 

* 59, 482 

2 26, 283 

33, 199 

.14 

1950 

29. 277, 480 

* 45, 970 

2 31,525 

14, 445 

.05 

1951 

32, 423, 777 

> 53, 940 

3 31,832 

22, 108 

.07 

1952 

36,119, 673 

* 52, 322 

3 32, 996 

19, 326 

.05 

1953 

37, 944, 146 

» 68, 533 

3 36, 332 

32, 201 

.08 

1954 ! 

39,827,678 : 

* 67, 198 

3 41, 524 

25, 674 

.06 

1955 ! 

43, 559, 726 , 

» 68, 951 

3 39, 473 

29, 478 

.07 

1956 

48,248,332 : 

* 78, 355 

3 37, 349 

41,006 

.08 

1957 

50, 502, 277 

J 74. 437 

3 39, 009 : 

35, 428 

.07 

1958 

52, 796, 224 

i 88, 378 

3 50, 205 

38, 173 

.07 

1959 

59, 961, 989 

1 80, 507 

* 54, 740 

25, 767 ' 

.04 

1960 

63,693,668 I 

* 181,683 

3 51, 506 1 

130, 177 

.20 

1961 

67, 308, 734 | 

* 164, 765 

* 52, 353 ! 

112, 412 

.17 

1962 

75, 548, 316 ! 

* 157,040 

3 59,423 ' 

97,617 

. 13 

1963 

83,388,446 

* 190, 188 

3 68, 464 

121,724 

.15 

1964 : 

95, 577, 392 

' 239,319 

3 113,635 

125,684 

. 13 

Average for 1945-64 

45, 833, 147 

93, 463 ; 

46, 006 

47,457 : 

.10 


1 Excludes transfers to valuation reserves, Nora. — For earlier data, see Annual Report of the Comp- 

s Excludes transfers from valuation reserves. trollcr of the Currency, 1947, p. 100. 


Table B-28 . — Total securities of national banks, losses and recoveries on securities, and ratio of net losses or recoveries to 

securities, by calendar years, 1945-64 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Tear 

Toted securities 
end of year 

I Losses and 
ckargeoTs 

Recoveries 

Net losses or 
recoveries ( + ) 

Ratio of net 
losses to 
securities 


1 

$55, 611, 609 

$74, 627 

$54,153 

$20, 474 

Percent 

0. 04 

1946 

46,642, 816 

74, 620 

33,816 

40, 804 

.09 

1947 

44, 009, 966 

69, 785 

25, 571 

44,214 

. 10 

1948 

40, 228, 353 

* 55, 369 

* 25,264 

30, 105 

.07 

1949 

44. 207, 750 

> 23, 595 

a 7,516 

16, 079 

.04 


43, 022, 623 

* 26, 825 

* 11,509 

15, 316 

.04 

1951 

43, 043, 617 

« 57, 546 

» 6,712 

50, 834 

. 12 


44, 292, 285 

i 76, 524 

« 9, 259 

67, 265 

.15 

1953 

44, 210, 233 

> 119, 124 

» 8, 325 

110,799 

.25 


48, 932, 258 

» 49, 469 

* 9. 286 

40, 183 

.08 

1955 

42, 857, 330 

* 152,858 

» 15. 758 

! 137,100 

.32 


40, 503, 392 

* 238, 997 

* 13, 027 

' 225, 970 

.56 

1957 

40, 981, 709 

> 151,152 

* 5,806 

145, 346 

.35 

1958 

46, 788, 224 

» 67, 455 

* 12, 402 

55, 053 

. 12 

1959 

42, 652, 855 

> 483, 526 

2 18, 344 

465, 182 

1.09 


43, 852,194 

J 154,372 

2 21, 198 

133, 174 i 

.30 

1961 

49, 093, 539 

1 51,236 : 

2 10, 604 

40, 632 

.08 

1962 

51,705, 503 

1 47, 949 

2 6, 350 

41.599 

.08 

1963 

52, 601, 949 

1 45, 923 

2 7, 646 1 

38, 277 

.07 

1964 

54, 366, 781 

1 86, 500 

2 4, 117 ' 

82, 383 

.15 

Average for 1945-64 

45, 980, 249 

105, 373 

15, 333 

90, 040 

.20 


* Excludes transfers to valuation reserves. 

8 Excludes transfers from valuation reserves. 


Note. — For earlier data, see Annual Report of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency, 1947, p. 100. 
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Table '^>-21 .—foreign branches of national banks, by region and country^ Mar. 31 y 1965 


Region aru! country 

Number 

Region and country 

Number 


68 


1 






17 


1 






15 


4 

Chilf* 





5 


2 


1 


1 


2 


1 






2 


36 

Jamaica 

1 




5 


5 


1 


5 


5 


10 


2 


5 


2 


1 


2 


2 


4 


5 





Continental Europe: 

12 

Thailand 

1 


1 


14 






3 


1 


1 


1 


1 


11 


3 


1 








144 

England 

9 




Table -^Foreign branches of national banks, 1955-64 


! 

End oj year 

Number of 
branches operated 
by national 
banks 

Notional bank 
branches os a 
percentage of 
total foreign 
branches of 
U.S. banks 

1955 

85 

76.6 

1960 

93 

75. 0 

1961 

102 

75. 6 

1962 

111 1 

76.6 

1963 

124 1 

77. 5 

1964 

138 1 

76.7 



Table B-31 . — Assets and liabilities of foreign branches of national banks, Dec. 31, 1964: consolidated statement ‘ 

[Dollar amounts in thousands] 

Number of branches 138 

ASSETS 


Loans and discounts 51,924,827 

Securities 178, 958 

Currency and coin 31, 331 

Balances with other banks and cash items in proc- 
ess of collection 480, 730 

Due from head office and branches 320, 858 

Fixed assets 28, 352 

Customers’ liability on acceptances 304, 362 

Other assets 50,461 


Total assets 3, 319, 879 


1 Excludes figures for banking facilities at military establish- 
ments. 


LIABILITIES 

Demand deposits of individuals, partnerships, and 

corporations $730, 761 

Time and savings deposits of individuals, partner- 

shipKS, and corporations 1, 178, 987 

Deposits of U.S. Government 190, 932 

State and municipal deposits 12, 988 

Deposits of banks 753, 791 

Other deposits (certified and officers’ checks, etc. ) . 21, 468 


Total deposits 2, 888, 927 


Due to head office and branches 8, 591 

Rediscounts and other liabilities for borrowed 

money 61,015 

Acceptances executed by or for account of report- 

ii^ branches and outstanding 305, 481 

Other liabilities 55, 865 


Total liabilities 3,319,879 
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Table B— 32. — Assets and liabilities of all national banksy date of last report of conditiony December 1936-64 

[Dollar amount in thousands] 



Number 
of banks 

Loans and 
discounts 
including 
overdrafts 

l/.S. Gov^ 
ernment 
obligations^ 
direct and 
guaranteed 

Other 

bonds, 

stocks, 

and 

securities 

Cash 

Balances 
with other 
banks t 

Other 

assets 

Total assets 

. Capital 

Surplus 

and 

undivided 
profits * 

Total 

deposits 

Bills pay- 
able and 
redis^ 
counts, 
etc. 

Other 

liabilities 

1936... 

5, 331 

$8, 271, 120 

$8, 685, 554 

$4, 094, 490 

$518, 503 

$8, 462, 578 

$1,032, 327 

$31,064, 662 

$1, 598, 815 

$1, 572, 195 

$27, 608, 397 

$3, 495 

$281, 760 

1937... 

5, 266 

8,813, 547 

8, 072, 882 

3, 690, 122 

422, 490 

8, 128, 003 

977, 186 

30, 104, 230 

1, 577, 831 

1, 666, 367 

26, 540, 694 

10, 839 

308, 499 

1938... 

5, 230 

8,489, 120 

8, 705, 959 

3, 753, 234 

555, 304 

9, 151, 105 

1,011,455 

31, 666, 177 

1, 570, 622 

1, 757, 522 

28, 050, 676 

5, 608 

28,749 

1939... 

5, 193 

9, 043, 632 

9, 073, 935 

3, 737, 641 

615, 698 

11, 887,915 

960, 436 

35,319, 257 

1,532, 903 

1, 872, 215 

31,612, 992 

2, 882 

298, 265 

1940... 

5, 150 

10, 027, 773 

9,752, 605 

3,915, 435 

718,799 

14, 401,268 

918,082 

39, 733, 962 

1, 527, 237 

2, 009, 161 

35, 852,424 

3, 127 

342, 013 

1941... 

5, 123 

11,751,792 

12, 073, 052 

3, 814, 456 

786, 501 

14, 215, 429 

897, 004 

43, 538, 234 

1, 515, 794 

2, 133, 305 

39, 554, 772 

3, 778 

330, 585 

1942... 

5, 087 

10, 200, 798 

23, 825, 351 

3, 657, 437 

733, 499 

15,516, 771 

847, 122 

54, 780, 978 

1, 503, 682 

2, 234, 673 

50, 648,616 

3. 516 

390, 291 

1943... 

5, 046 

10, 133, 532 

34, 178, 555 

3, 325, 698 

807, 969 

15, 272, 695 

813, 468 

64, 531, 917 

1, 531, 515 

2, 427, 927 

60, 156, 181 

8, 155 

408, 139 

1944. . . 

5, 031 

11, 497, 802 

43, 478, 789 

3, 543, 540 

904, 500 

16, 732, 749 

792, 479 

76, 949, 859 

1, 566, 905 

2, 707, 960 

72, 128, 937 

54, 180 

491, 877 

1945. . . 

5, 023 

13, 948, 042 

51, 467, 706 

4, 143, 903 

1,008, 644 

19, 170, 145 

797, 316 

90, 535,756 

1, 658, 839 

2, 996, 898 

85, 242, 947 

77, 969 

559, 103 

1946... 

5,013 

17, 309,767 

41, 843, 532 

4, 799, 284 

1,094,721 

18, 972, 446 

830, 513 

84, 850, 263 

1, 756, 621 

3, 393, 178 

79, 049,839 

20, 047 

630, 578 

1947... 

5, 011 

21, 480, 457 

38, 825, 435 

5, 184, 531 

1,168,042 

20, 907, 548 

880, 987 

88, 447, 000 

1,779, 766 

3, 641, 558 

82, 275, 356 

45, 135 

705, 185 

1948... 

4, 997 

23, 818, 513 

34, 980, 263 

5, 248, 090 

1,040,763 

21, 983, 506 

1,063,917 

88, 135,052 

1, 828, 759 

3, 842, 129 

81, 648, 016 

41, 330 

774, 818 

1949... 

4, 981 

23, 928, 293 

38, 270, 523 

5, 937, 227 

1,059, 663 

19, 985, 295 

1,058, 178 

90, 239, 179 

1, 916, 340 

4, 018, 001 

83, 344, 318 

7, 562 

952, 958 

1950... 

4, 965 

29, 277, 480 

35, 691, 560 

7, 331,063 

1, 147, 069 

22, 666, 366 

1, 126, 555 

97, 240, 093 

2, 001, 650 

4, 327, 339 

89, 529, 632 

76, 644 

1, 304, 828 

1951... 

4, 946 

32, 423, 777 

35, 156, 343 

7, 887, 274 

1,418, 564 

24, 593, 594 

1, 259, 008 

102, 738, 560 

2, 105, 345 

4, 564, 773 

94, 431, 561 

15, 484 

1, 621, 397 

1952... 

4, 916 

36, 119, 673 

35, 936, 442 

8, 355, 843 

1, 446, 134 

24, 953, 269 

1, 321, 382 

108, 132, 743 

2, 224, 852 

4, 834, 369 

99, 257, 776 

75, 921 

1, 739, 825 

1953. . . 

4, 864 

37, 944, 146 

35, 588, 763 

8, 621, 470 

1, 292, 254 

25. 253, 264 

1, 416, 802 

110, 116, 699 

2, 301, 757 

5, 107, 759 

100, 947, 233 

14, 851 

1, 745, 099 

1954... 

4,796 

39, 827, 678 

39, 506, 999 

9, 425, 259 

1, 279, 171 

24, 442, 726 

1, 668, 736 

116, 150, 569 

2, 485, 844 

5, 618, 398 

106, 145, 813 

11, 098 

1, 889, 416 

1955... 

4, 700 

43, 559, 726 

33, 690, 806 

9, 166, 524 

1, 388, 250 

24, 375, 190 

1, 569, 791 

113, 750, 287 

2, 472, 624 

5, 463, 305 

104, 217, 989 

107, 796 

1,488,573 

1956... 

4, 659 

48, 248, 332 

31,680, 085 

8, 823, 307 

1,706, 507 

25, 375, 990 

1, 867, 761 

117, 701,982 

2, 638, 108 

5, 834, 024 

107, 494, 823 

18, 654 

1,716, 373 

1957... 

4, 627 

50, 502, 277 

31,338, 076 

9, 643, 633 

1,734,533 

25, 130, 601 

2, 173, 520 

120, 522, 640 

2, 806, 213 

6, 287, 004 

109, 436, 311 

38, 324 

1, 954, 788 

1958... 

4, 585 

52, 796, 224 

35, 824, 760 

10, 963, 464 

1,675, 827 

25, 188, 993 

2, 347, 698 

128, 796, 966 

2,951,279 

6, 717, 522 

117, 086, 128 

43, 035 

1,999, 002 

1959... 

4, 542 

59, 961, 989 

31, 760, 970 

10, 891, 885 

1, 521, 334 

25, 942,911 

2, 557, 024 

132, 636, 113 

3, 169, 742 

7, 132, 375 

119, 637, 677 

340, 362 

2, 355,957 

1960... 

4, 530 

63, 693, 668 

32,711,723 

11, 140, 471 

1,721,492 

26, 953, 014 

3, 040, 499 

139, 260, 867 

3, 342, 850 

7, 755, 488 

124, 910, 851 

no, 590 

3, 141,088 

1961... 

4, 513 

67, 308, 734 

36, 087, 678 

13, 005, 861 

1,923, 655 

29, 154, 790 

3, 328, 334 

150, 809, 052 

3, 577, 244 

8, 298, 062 

135, 510, 617 

224, 615 

3, 198, 514 

1962... 

4, 505 

75, 548, 316 

35, 663, 248 

16, 042, 255 

2, 277, 621 

27, 405, 959 

3, 719, 607 

160, 657, 006 

3, 757, 646 

8, 992, 104 

142, 824, 891 

1,635, 593 

3, 446, 772 

1963... 

4, 615 

*83, 388, 446 

33. 383. 886 

19,218,063 

2, 178, 563 

26, 455, 937 

5, 608, 468 

170, 233,363 

4, 029, 243 

9, 518, 935 

150, 823, 412 

395, 201 

5, 466, 572 

1964... 

4, 773 

*95, 577, 392 

33, 537, 250 

t20, 829, 531 

2,481, 563 

31, 584, 291 

6, 102, 678 

190, 112, 705 

4, 789, 943 

10, 258, 252 

169, 616, 780 

299, 308 

5, 148, 422 


1 Includes reserves balances and cash items in process of collection. 

® Includes reserve accounts. 

Note; Reciprocal interbank demand balances with banks in the United States 
are reported net beginning with the year 1942. 

Note: For earlier data, revised for certain years and made comparable to those 


in this table, references should be made as follows: Years 1863 to 1913, inclusive. 
Comptroller’s Annual Report for 1931; figures 1914 to 1919, inclusive, report for 
1936, and figures 1920 to 1939, inclusive, report for 1939. 

♦This does not include Federal funds sold. 
fThis does not include corporate stocks. 
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Remarks of James J. Saxon, Comptroller of the Currency, Before the National Bank Division, 
American Bankers Association, Miami Beach, Fla., October 26, 1964 


Toward a Stronger Dual Banking System 

For the past 3 years we have been reexamining and 
recasting the rules and regulations applied to National 
Banks in the light of today’s needs and opportunities. 
Several advisory committees have assisted us in this 
effort, and we have had recommendations for action 
from National Banks throughout the country. 

One central theme has appeared persistently 
throughout our review of existing policies. From all 
segments of the banking industry, in every section of 
the country, we had protests that bank initiative was 
being hampered in many ways without any supportable 
public purpose to justify the restrictions. The objec- 
tions took a variety of forms and touched virtually 
every major phase of bank regulation. 

In the reforms we have undertaken and advocated, 
we have had one paramount objective. This objective 
has been to leave bank operations to bankers unless 
restrictions are required in order to safeguard the sol- 
vency and liquidity of the banking system. The goal is 
to release the full energy and initiative of the banking 
industry in the service of the community and the Na- 
tion. 

This was a novel approach to bank regulation, in 
contrast with the climate which prevailed for many 
years in the banking industry and among bank regu- 
lators. In principle, there had always been exten- 
sive reliance on private initiative in banking. In prac- 
tice, however, the regulatory authorities had for many 
years treated the banking industry much as a group 
of unruly children who needed daily guidance and 
periodic scolding or finger-shaking. These disciplinary 
measures were regarded as necessary, not only by the 
parent chartering agencies, but also by anxious rela- 
tives in other governmental departments. Some of 
this attitude survives today, but there has been a not- 
able and growing acceptance of the need and the cap- 
acity of the banking industry to operate more fully 
under our traditional standards of individual respon- 
sibility and competitive enterprise. 

As the reins of public control have been loosened, 
a remarkable transformation has taken place through- 
out the banking industry. Armed with broader dis- 
cretionary powers, the banks have met the challenge 


of opportunity with a sharpened sense of responsibility 
and a surge of new initiative. This transformation has 
not come easily, or quickly. The new powers had to be 
tested and appraised, and a change of outlook had to 
be developed. The underlying strength and force of 
the banking industry is evident in the growing con- 
fidence of the banks, and in their expanding initiative, 
and they have experimented in the broader fields 
opened to them. This has been a highly commendable 
performance on all counts, and one in which the bank- 
ing industry takes justifiable pride. 

The momentum which has been achieved must be 
sustained, and it should be further strengthened 
throughout the dual banking system. The attitudes 
and powers of bankers, the way in which they view 
their responsibilities and their opportunities, their 
vision and their initiative — all exercise a critical influ- 
ence on the form, the pace, and the direction of our 
economic progress. 

The commercial banks today occupy a strategic posi- 
tion at the center of the business and industrial struc- 
ture. To them is entrusted for productive use a major 
portion of the Nation’s savings; they operate a check 
mechanism which represents a principal means of pay- 
ment in the business life of the country; and, through 
their powers of credit creation, they provide one of 
the most significant sources of financing for the new 
ventures which are so essential to the continuing growth 
and development of the economy. 

This crucial role of banks in the economy makes 
the regulation of banks of critical significance to the 
Nation’s welfare. We live in a dynamic, pulsating 
society which is undergoing rapid change. Our popu- 
lation is expanding greatly, and we are striving to make 
the best use of the skills and talents of all our people. 
Population shifts have brought both urban and sub- 
urban problems, and we continue to struggle with the 
difficulties which prevail in our agricultural commu- 
nities. Our markets are constantly broadening new 
methods and instruments of production and distribu- 
tion are being introduced continually, and new prod- 
ucts are coming on the market at a growing rate. 
International considerations continue to exert a major 
influence on our domestic policies. Our capacity to 
cope with these needs, to provide employment for our 
people and sustain a rising standard of living, to 
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strengthen our society and our economy, rest decisively 
on the financing facilities which are available to carry 
on the many new ventures which will be required. 
Both great segments of our dual banking system must 
share in these tasks and in this responsibility, and the 
public authorities who regulate the banks must be at- 
tuned to these vital needs. 

It is time we understood that there is no conflict of 
purpose in strengthening both the State and the Na- 
tional banking sytsems, and no conflict of interest be- 
tween these two systems. Indeed, the highest level 
of performance is required both of State and Na- 
tional banks if the vast diversity of banking needs in in- 
dividual markets throughout the country are to be 
met. There is no monopoly of wisdom, and there 
should be no monopoly of initiative, in responding to 
these needs. Independent dual banking systems, each 
functioning according to its own special standards and 
objectives, afford the best assurance that the essential 
requirements for banking services will be fully and ef- 
ficiently served. 

It has been most encouraging to see that the re- 
forms which have been undertaken within the Na- 
tional Banking System are being subjected to critical 
scrutiny and review by the State authorities and the 
State banks. We have taken the initiative in many 
respect to recast the structure of public control ap- 
plied to National Banks, but there has been a steadily 
accelerating and highly constructive movement to 
undertake refonns at the State level. 

This process of strengthening the State banking 
systems would be greatly simplified if certain changes 
were brought about in the present regulatory struc- 
ture. State banks are subject to regulation not only 
by the State authorities, but also in many areas by 
the Federal Reserve Board and the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation. This multiplicity of regula- 
tion has operated to weaken the stature of the State 
banking authorities, and has hampered the full de- 
velopment of the State banks. I can see no valid 
reason for continuing this Federal intercession into 
the functioning of State banks, and I should like to 
suggest a means to overcome these disabilities now im- 
posed on that segment of our banking industry. 

At the present time, no State bank which is a mem- 
ber of the Federal Reserve System may open a branch 
without the approval of the Federal Reserve Board as 
well as the State authorities. Where a merger is 
undertaken in which the resulting bank is to be a State 
member bank, a similar double approval is required. 
In addition to the State laws which they must observe. 
State member banks are also subjected to Federal Re- 
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serve controls of many of their basic deposit, lending 
and investment operations. 

The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation exer- 
cises comparable controls over branching and mergers 
by insured State nonmember banks. Moreover, the 
State authorities today will not ordinarily charter a 
new bank unless it is approved for insurability by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. A a result, 
the effective power to charter new State banks rests 
for all practical purposes with a Federal agency. 
Moreover, in order to qualify for continued insur- 
ability, a State bank must subject its operations to 
examination and supervision by the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation. 

Together, these factors have had the effect of lodg- 
ing critical powers over the life of State banks in 
Federal hands. Perhaps more significantly for the 
strength of the dual banking system, these all-pervasive 
Federal controls over State banks have operated to 
discourage the effective performance of bank regula- 
tion and supervision by thej State authorities, and have 
tended to weaken the State banking systems. 

Federal intercession in the operation of State bank- 
ing systems has, in my judgment, been founded on 
mistaken concepts of the proper roles of the monetary 
authority and the insuring authority in the conduct 
of bank regulation and bank supervision. There is 
no purpose of monetary policy which requires that 
the monetary authority should have regulatory power 
over commercial banks. It is not the operating poli- 
cies and practices of banks, but the total supply of 
money and credit, which is the proper province of 
the monetary authority. Indeed, to allow the mone- 
tary authority to intercede directly in bank operations 
is to run the risk that banks will be hampered in their 
capacity to compete, and will fail to make the best 
allocation of the resources entrusted to them. 

It is equally inappropriate to impose insurance 
standards — particularly commercial insurance prin- 
ciples — in the public supe:rvision and control of bank 
operations. The potential for mischief is most serious 
where the insuring agency has any power over bank 
expansion or the kinds of risks which banks may 
assume. There is a natural inclination for an insur- 
ing agency to minimize its losses by limiting the risks 
it accepts. But if this principle of cutting insurance 
losses were allowed to govern eligibility for deposit in- 
surants, bank expansion and bank lending and invest- 
ment operations which entail elements of risk or uncer- 
tainty could be effectively blocked. Enterprise and ini- 
tiative in the banking industry could be paralyzed and 
the performance of the entire economy retarded. This 
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is surely not the objective vve Iiave sought through our 
system of deposit insurance. 

A proposal 

I would propose that Federal regulatory powers 
over State banks, as distinct from those powers which 
are clearly essential to the conduct of monetary policy, 
should be transferred to the States. Such a transfer 
of regulartoiy power would encourage improved per- 
formance by the State authorities, and it would end 
the discriminatory treatment of State banks which 
results from the exercise of Federal authority. 

There is no regulartory objective which requires that 
State banks should be treated differently from Na- 
tional Banks with respect to deposit insurance. The 
chartering and branching decisions of the State au- 
thorities, and their exercise of the examinatory and 
supervisory functions, should have the same standing 
as comparable actions by the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency in qualifying banks both for initial and for 
continuing deposit insurance. 

Similarly, no discernible public purpose is served 
by requiring the approval of the Federal Reserve 
Board for the branching or merger of State banks. 
These decisions properly belong with the chartering 
authority which is charged with responsibility for 
shaping the banking structure. The complete divorce- 
ment of bank regulation from monetary controls would 
entail still broader modifications in the regulatory 
structure. The Federal Reserve Board now exercises 
certain regulatory powers over the operating policies 
and practices of National as well as State banks. 
Where these powers are not essential to the conduct 
of monetary policy, they should be transferred to the 
chartering authority, whether it be State or National. 

The plan which I have outlined is in sharp con- 
trast with certain other proposals which have been 
advanced for reformation of the bank regulatory 
structure. One proposal which has attracted wide 
attention calls for the retention of all existing Federal 
powers over State banks, and provides that these 
Federal powers over State banks should be combined 
with Federal powers over National Batiks and placed 
under the juri.sdiction of a single new Federal agency. 
The consequence of this proposal would be to cen- 
tralize in a monolithic new agency full control of the 
National Banking System and vital powers over all 
the State banking systems. If that proposal were 
adopted, the erosion of the stature of the State bank- 
ing authorities would undoubtedly be accelerated, and 
the dual banking system as w'e now know it would be 
on its w’ay out. 


What we need in banking is not greater centraliza- 
tion of authority, not more rigorous conformity to im- 
posed rules of conduct, but enlarged freedom to re- 
spond to the challenge of the future. What we re- 
quire is greater scope for enterprise and initiative, not 
a common mold into which we force the entire banking 
system. 

Under the inspiration of the new opportunities 
which have been unfolded, the banking industry has 
taken on new life and new vigor. A vital new image 
has been established which holds bright promise for 
the future. Once again, we have had a dramatic 
demonstration of the latent force of our private enter- 
prise system. Our purpose now should be to make 
certain that this creative force in our society finds full 
expression throughout the dual banking system. 

Before the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations, Tuesday, March 9, 1965 

I should like to confine my opening remarks to a 
brief background statement which I hope will set 
banking policies in proper perspective. 

Three aspects of banking policy have attracted par- 
ticular attention in recent months. These relate to 
the enlarged operating discretion of banks, the increase 
in bank population through new charters, and the dis- 
closure of facts about bank operations and bank owner- 
ship and control. To appraise these policies fairly, we 
shall have to understand the place of the banking in- 
dustry in the economy, and the purposes of bank 
regulation. 

The single fact to bear in mind throughout is that 
we live in a private enterprise economy. This means 
that we place primary reliance on the individual to 
choose his own occupation, to spend his income as he 
wishes, and to undertake such ventures as he cares to 
risk. The presumption is against governmental restric- 
tion of this free discretion unless there is a clear public 
need which the Government can satisfy better than the 
individual. 

These precepts have a particular bearing on the 
basis, and the bounds, of public regulation of banking. 
Under our public policy, we control entry into bank- 
ing, and we place certain limits on the operating pow- 
ers of bankers. In administering these restrictions, the 
banking agencies have certain discretionary authority. 
When we place this fact in the context of a basic public 
policy which favors individual initiative, it seems clear 
that the banking agencies should exercise their discre- 
tionary powers in a way which will avert needless 
impediments to the initiative and enterprise of the 
individual banker. 
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This is the principle we have followed in the reforms 
we have undertaken. Our aim has been to make the 
National Banking System a more effective servant of 
the people. We have sought this objective by enlarg- 
ing the operating discretion of bankers, by responding 
more sensitively to the demands for additional banking 
facilities, and by pursuing a full disclosure policy. 
Our test in the case of operating powers has been 
whether a restriction of free discretion is required in 
order to preserve the solvency and liquidity of the 
banking system. Our test in the case of new facilities 
has been the public need for additional banking offices. 
We have pioneered programs of disclosure to share- 
holders and requirements for the reporting of changes 
in ownership and control. 

The reforms which we have introduced in the Na- 
tional Banking System are winning increasing support 
throughout the country as goals for the State banking 
systems. These efforts to modernize the other great 
segment of our dual banking system portend lively 
competition and effective participation in the growth 
and development of the Nation’s economy. 

Chartering policy 

To understand chartering policy, we have to realize 
that bank entry is restricted by public authority. A 
bank charter is a license to do business, and without 
it no bank can be formed or operate. This Is in clear 
contrast with the freedom of entry all of our citizens 
enjoy in the nonregulated industries. 

In many respects, the problem of entry is identical 
in all industries. Individuals have capital to invest 
and they seek the most profitable outlets for that cap- 
ital. In our dynamic economy, the factors which affect 
market profitability are undergoing constant change. 
Incomes are rising, savings are increasing, our popula- 
tion is growing and shifting, demands are changing, 
new technologies are being developed, new products 
and services are being introduced, and new industries 
are springing up. New opportunities thus abound, but 
these changes bring uncertainty and risk. This is the 
nature of a free enterprise system. 

When a banking agency is presented with an appli- 
cation for a new charter, it faces much the same prob- 
lems that confront any businessman who seeks to judge 
the prospects of a new market. The banking author- 
ities can estimate the need and the profitability of 
proposed new banks, but they cannot resolve all doubts. 
There is, therefore, an unavoidable element of chance. 

There is also an inescapable necessity of choice. 
The responsibility of the banking agencies is not to bar 
bank entry, but to regulate it in accordance with the 
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public need. The demands for banking services do 
change, and private entrepreneurs do seek to respond 
to these changes. When individuals apply for bank 
charters, the banking authorities must rule on the appli- 
cations. Failure to allow new facilities to be provided 
to meet changing consumer demands for banking serv- 
ices can defeat private initiative in meeting these de- 
mands. It is the responsibility of the banking authori- 
ties to see that this does not occur where there is a 
genuine need which can be profitably served. 

Bank failures 

The failure of several banks within the recent 
mentis has been linked, by some, with chartering pol- 
icy. What is the public interest in the prevention of 
bank failures? 

The failure of an enterjmse in any industry means 
that productive resources have been misdirected. In 
the nonregulated industries, there is no public effort 
to prevent failure. The assumption is that the public 
benefits of free initiative and enterprise will outweigh 
any wastage of resources which may result. 

In banking, there is greater public concern about 
failure. Confidence in the banking system is essential 
if banks are to perform dfectively. But, there is an 
equal public necessity to assure that banking facilities 
expand as consumer demands change. 

The procedures for chartering new banks take ac- 
count of both these considerations. In reviewing an 
application for a new National Bank charter, we care- 
fully examine the market which the applicant proposes 
to serve, in order to determine the probable need for 
the additional facility. Charters are issued only where 
we conclude that such a need exists, and that the appli- 
cant is capable of satisfying that need profitably. There 
has been no instance of National Bank failure, cer- 
tainly not in recent years, which can be traced to a 
miscalculation of the market opportunity. 

Before we approve a National Bank charter, we must 
also be satisfied of the character and competence of 
the proposed management to conduct the affairs of 
the bank. The single failure among the National Banks 
which were approved for chartering during the past 
3 years may be traced t«) management deficiencies. 
The information at our disposal at the time of approval 
was favorable in that case as in the others. It is al- 
ways difficult to anticiapte or to uncover deliberate 
misconduct, and the pattern of misconduct is not 
usually evident at the eaily stages. The record will 
show that prompt and decisive action was taken where- 
ever misconduct was disco^’ered. 
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operating poivrrs 

There is a variety of public controls restricting bank 
competition for deposits which are the “raw materials” 
of banking, and for the loans and investments which 
are the “products” of banking operations. Some crit- 
icism has been directed against the enlarged competi- 
tive power of banks in both these respects under our 
program of banking reform. It is well to understand 
the implications of these views. 

The philosophy we have followed has been to re- 
pose greater trust and confidence in the discretion 
and judgment of the individual banker. This has been 
a calculated effort to instill a greater sense of respon- 
sibility, and a more enlivened spirit of enterprise, in 
the banking industry. In resting these new powers 
with bankers, we have understood that banks would 
become more venturesome. Indeed, this was our aim. 

Banking is not an industry which functions within 
itself. It occupies a central role in financing our grow- 
ing economy. There is no way to take the risk out of 
banking without taking the risk out of the industry and 
commerce which it serves. There is the choice of with- 
drawing the banking system from participation in our 
national growth and development. But this is an 
empty choice, and one we cannot tolerate. The econ- 
omy which banking serves is the vital product of 
generations of free enterprise. A banking system at- 
tuned to its needs must be no less enterprising. 

The most disturbing suggestion I have heard is that 
the banking agencies should be responsible to prevent 
bankers from exercising poor judgment. Under the 
present system of bank examination and supervision, 
banking operations are subjected to careful and expert 
surveillance, and bank officials are apprised of the 
criticisms of bank examiners. Subsequent conduct in 
response to these criticisms is also closely observed and 
reported to bank officials. To go beyond this and re- 
quire prior approval of bank loans and investments 
by public authorities, would fundamentally alter the 
relationship between the government and the bank- 
ing industry. Indeed, it could communize and socialize 
the banking industn^ and, indeed, the entire economy 
without additional steps. It would entail government 
allocation of resources, a concept which is wholly re- 
pugnant to a private enterprise system. I cannot be- 
lieve that anyone would seriously advocate this more 
intensive form of bank regulation. 

The course we have chosen — to place greater re- 
liance on the initiative and enterprise of the individ- 
ual banker — is the only course that is in keeping 
with our traditions. It is the only course that can as- 


sure the most effective participation of the banking 
industry in the Nation’s progress. 

Disclosure and control 

The effective operation of a private enterprise 
system rests in no small degree upon informed pro- 
ducer, consumers, and investors. We have sought 
to bring this discipline of the market to bear on the 
banking industry through the measures we have in- 
stituted to require the disclosure of information to 
shareholders and reports on ownership and control of 
banks. Here again, to take the further step and re- 
quire prior approval of ownership changes, would 
entail a fundamental change in the relationship be- 
tween the government and the banking industry. 

Some facts 

I should like now to turn to some more mundane 
matters. A variety of figures are being cited as indica- 
tive of the rate of recent bank chartering. The 
implication has been that a vast expansion has taken 
place in the National Banking System at the expense 
of the companion State banking systems. While I do 
not believe that the wisdom of bank chartering policy 
can be judged by such a measure, I do believe that 
we should set the record straight on the facts. 

During the period 1952 through 1964, charters were 
issued to 1,166 new State banks and 661 new National 
Banks. For evei 7 year from 1952 through 1962, there 
were from two to four times as many new State banks 
chartered as there were National Banks. During the 
past 3 years, charters were issued to 434 new National 
Banks and 392 new State banks. This represents an 
average annual increase in bank population of less 
than 2 percent. 

There are also other interesting comparisons which 
may be made. During the period 1952 through 1964, 
the gross national product rose from $347 billion to 
$622 billion. This represented approximately an 80 
percent increase. During this same period, bank cap- 
ital rose from about $13 billion to about $28 billion, 
an increase of 114 percent; and bank assets rose from 
$189 billion to $340 billion, an increase of about 80 
percent. The business-failure rate during this period 
ranged from 28.7 to 64.0 per 10,000 firms, while the 
bank-failure rate ranged from 0 to 5.2 per 10,000 banks. 
The high for the period in the case of banks was 
reached in 1964. It may be noted that the 1964 
failure-rate for National Banks was 2.1 per 10,000 
banks, whereas the failure-rate for State banks was 6.9 
per 10,000 banks. 
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The future 

By any test, the banking industry has become a more 
effective, driving competitive force throughout the 
economy. There is a steady flow of new capital into 
banking, and earnings are being retained at a high rate 
for added strength in meeting the enlarged responsi- 
bilities and opportunities. Successful businessmen 
from other fields are being attracted to the industry 
in greater numbers, and have added new spirit and 
initiative to this ancient craft. Management compe- 
tence throughout has reached new heights, and the 
banking industry is better prepared than ever before, 
both in spirit and in substance, to serve its vital func- 
tion in furthering the Nation’s growth and develop- 
ment. The future has never been so challenging nor 
so bright. 

Before the House Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee, Monday, April 26, 1965 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee: I 
appear here today to express my views on commercial 
bank underwriting of revenue bonds. 

As was stated in the Economic Report to the Con- 
gress in January of this year, we must help our cities 
to develop the transportation, housing, and other facil- 
ities which they need. It is my view that this bill consti- 
tutes a most important contribution to this effort. 

Since the end of World War II, borrowing by state 
and local governments to flnance such facilities has 
increased annually at an unprecedented pace. These 
needs have caused annual spending by State and local 
governments for goods and services to rise from an 
amount under $8 billion in 1941, to over $65 billion at 
this time. As a result, outstanding long-term obliga- 
tions of State and local governments now total around 
$90 billion, and State and local governments sold 
over $10.5 billion of securities in 1964. 

In recent years, increasing reliance has been placed 
on the revenue bond as a means of financing by State 
and local governments. From negligible figures in the 
early 1930’s, the annual amount of revenue bonds is- 
sued rose to about $500 million in the early post-World 
War II years. This figure has climbed to almost $4 
billion in 1964. While in the late 1940’s, revenue bonds 
accounted for less than 20 percent of new State and 
local bond issues sold, they have continued to increase 
and now account for almost 40 percent of State and 
local government financing. 

The use of revenue bonds for self-liquidating proj- 
ects has been invaluable in helping State and local 
governments meet their financial needs. Indeed, 
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revenue bonds are, in many instances, the only prac- 
tical way in which many an already overtaxed com- 
munity may solve its pressing problems on a financial 
basis which is sound for both the issuing community 
and the bond investor. 

Revenue bond financing is therefore of tremendous 
importance to both State and local governments. Any 
measure which would lower the cost of such financing 
would be of significant benefit to these governments. 
It is our belief that H.R. 7539 will afford substantial 
savings to State and local governments and ultimately 
to their taxpayers. It would increase competition in 
the bidding for and distribution of revenue bonds. It 
would broaden and strengthen the market for revenue 
bonds. The resulting enlai-ged market would enhance 
their attractiveness as investments. Even small banks, 
intimately familiar with the needs of their communi- 
ties, could provide essential assistance in the prepara- 
tion and marketing of revenue bond issues of their 
communities. Throughout the country, investors, 
who customarily rely on their bank for information 
concerning tax-exempt securities, would become more 
interested in sound revenue bonds. Finally, per- 
mitting the banks to trade in and make markets in 
revenue bonds would improve their marketability and 
character as liquid investments suitable for bank port- 
folios and fiduciaries gem;rally. Commercial banks 
have the facilities and capabilities needed to make 
markets in many of the smaller revenue bond issues. 

Opponents have argued that the only saving to the 
borrowing governments, resulting from this increased 
competition, would be a slight reduction in “spreads,” 
that is, the difference between the price the under- 
writers pay for an issue of bonds and the price at 
which they sell it to the investor. Even if we assume 
this argument is valid, such a saving would be sub- 
stantial and significant when multiplied by the billions 
of dollars of revenue bonds being issued annually. 

There is an even more basic flaw in this argument. 
Its advocates assume that a presumption exists in 
favor of the existing competitive restrictions. They 
demand proof that benefits would result from remov- 
ing the restrictions rather than beginning with the 
presumption that restrictions on competition are un- 
warranted unless they can be justified by overriding 
public interest considerations. Their method of ap- 
proval is contrary to the fundamental premises of our 
American philosophy. We have seen absolutely no 
evidence that it is in the public interest to deny com- 
mercial banks greater competitive latitude in this area. 

This bill would not substantially increase the risks 
incurred by commercial banks. It would permit them 
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to deal in and underwrite only the same types of se- 
curities which they are at present allowed to purchase 
for their own accounts. No bank, therefore, would 
be allowed to purchase for underwriting any security 
which it may not presently buy for its own investment 
account. Moreover, the bill would limit the total 
amount of securities of any one issuer which a bank 
could hold at any one time, whether as a result of an 
underwriting transaction or in its dealer or investment 
accounts, to a total amount not in excess of 10 percent 
of the bank's capital stock and surplus. Accordingly, 
under this bill, no bank could acquire investment se- 
curities of lesser quality or in greater amount than that 
which it is now permitted to acquire for its investment 
portfolio. There is in fact less risk in underwriting, a 
typically short-term transaction, than there is in invest- 
ing, as that term is ordinarily used. 

It has been suggested that there is a danger of con- 
flicts of interest between the underwriting function and 
the deposit, investment, and trust functions of banks. 
It is contended, for exzunple, that banks underwriting 
securities would have an interest in selling these securi- 
ties to depositors and correspondents and that such in- 
terest would impair the ability of those banks to give 
disinterested advice. Firstly, it should be noted that 
the increased knowledge concerning the issuer and the 
market, which an underwriting bank would have, 
would greatly enhance its ability to give accurate and 
helpful investment advice. Secondly, it should be rec- 
ognized that the business of providing correspondent 
services, of which investment portfolio advice is but a 
part, is a highly competitive one. It is unrealistic to 
contend that an underwriting bank could recommend 
inferior securities to its customers because of its having 
underwritten such securities. The threat of losing 
its correspondents and their deposit accounts in a 
highly competitive atmosphere will afford adequate as- 
surance that the underwriting bank will give the best 
possible advice to its correspondents. 

The opponents suggest that commercial banks might 
be tempted to sell securities which they have under- 
written to their trust accounts. They cite no evidence 
of such self-dealing on the part of commercial banks 
engaged in underwriting general obligations and there 
has been no reason given as to why this problem will 
suddenly exist in the case of revenue bonds. How- 
ever, any such possibility has been obviated by the 
bill itself, which provides that the purchase of revenue 
bonds by a bank as fiduciary from itself as an under- 
writer or dealer shall not be permitted, unless lawfully 
directed by court order. 


Even without this amendment, any such possibility 
is obviated by the provisions of our regulation 9 and 
by applicable examination procedures of this Office. 
Regulation 9 was issued in execution of our general 
sup)crvision of trust departments of National banks 
and expressly prohibits the use of fiduciary funds to 
purchase property or obligations from the bank unless 
lawfully authorized by the governing instrument, by 
court order, or by local law. Regulation 9 is enforced 
by this Office irrespective of the intrinsic qualities of 
the property or obligations involved. This injunction 
against misuse of fiduciary funds involves a funda- 
mental precept of fiduciary law which is widely rec- 
ognized in the courts of this country. 

The bill excludes from those investment securities 
which a commercial bank may underwrite or deal in, 
special assessment obligations and industrial develop- 
ment obligations. This Office has no objection to either 
of these exclusions. 

We believe that this bill would enable the commercial 
banks to make a substantial contribution toward assist- 
ing state and local governments in the next decades 
when their financial needs will spiral and when they 
will need all possible assistance. In 1963, we changed 
our Investment Securities Regulation to clarify the de- 
finitions of the term “political subdivision’* and “gen- 
eral obligation” so as to take account of changes that 
have occurred in government financing in the past 
30 years. Although we believe that our Investment 
Securities Regulation now permits the banks in some 
degree to perform their functions in this area of public 
finance, in order to achieve the full benefits of bank 
participation in this market, we strongly endorse the 
passage of H.R. 7539. 

Before the Subcommittee on Bank Supervision 

AND Insurance of the House Committee on 

Banking and Currency, Friday, April 30, 1965 

Bank Performance and Bank Regulation 

I apprised the Secretary of the Treasury of the com- 
mittee’s request that I testify, and the Secretary has 
authorized me to present my personal views to the 
committee. 

The best test of the effectiveness of bank regulation 
is the performance of the banking industry itself. This 
performance is now at record levels throughout the 
country. Deposits, loans and investments, and profits 
have reached new Iieights — and they continue to grow. 
Added banking facilities are being brought to areas 
which long had suffered deficiencies. The services 
offered to bank customers are being progessively 
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broadened. The banking system is alive and teem- 
ing with energy. The consuming public is the ultimate 
beneficiary of all this activity. 

The record performance of the banking industry 
reflects a greater awareness by the regulatory authori- 
ties of the obligation to allow sufficient scope for inno- 
vation and initiative in banking to meet growing and 
changing consumer requirements. Consumer needs 
for banking services are constantly undergoing change 
as our population grows, as new industries develop, 
and as new communities arise. The banking industry 
cannot meet these changing demands unless the 
regulartory authorities constantly adapt their policies 
to the new opportunities and the new requirements. 

The present bank regulatory structure, by dispers- 
ing the centers of public power, has preserved a 
variety of sources from which initiative may appear 
in fashioning bank regulation according to public 
needs. Beyond the powers over National Banks which 
rest with the Comptroller of the Currency, the 50 in- 
dividual States charter and regulate State banks, al- 
though they share this power in some major respects 
with the Federal Reserve Board or the FDIC. This 
diffusion of public authority offers the best safeguard 
against stagnation in bank regulation, and the best 
hope that the banking industry will be allowed the 
freedom to make its maximum contribution to the 
Nation’s economic growth and development. 

Your committee now has before it several bills which 
propose modification of the existing bank regulatory 
structure. I should like to suggest to the committee 
some very fundamental issues which are raised by 
these proposals. 

Perhaps the most fundamental issue in bank regula- 
tion is the role of the dual banking system. In cur- 
rent discussions of bank regulatory policies, the sug- 
gestion is made that there should be greater uniformity, 
or at least greater consistency, within the Federal regu- 
latory structure, and, of course, by the same token, 
greater uniformity or consistency among the laws, 
regulations, and policies of the 50 individual States. 

The 50 individual States now have broad freedom to 
adopt banking policies of their own choice in any form 
they may select. If meaningful uniformity or consist- 
ency were to be sought, this freedom would have to be 
curbed. It would be necessary for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to assert authority over the entire commercial 
banking industry, and to impose uniform policies 
throughout, as the Congress has the power to provide. 

If all Federal powers over commercial banks were 
centralized, a single Federal agency would gain the 
authority to choose between National and State banks 

248 


in deciding what new banks to charter, which banks 
should be allowed to branch or merge, and in author- 
izing and regulating holding companies. We do not 
face this problem today, because, for the most part, no 
Federal agency has jurisdiction in these matters over 
both National and State banks. The likely result of 
centralizing Federal banking powers would, therefore, 
be a federally imposed and a federally enforced plan 
for the entire structure of the commercial banking in- 
dustry of the country. 

If Federal powers affecting the lending and invest- 
ment practices of commercial banks were to be central- 
ized, a single Federal agency would gain vast author- 
ity over the volume and the allocation of credit 
throughout the economy. This agency would be in a 
position to influence critically both the pace and the 
direction of the Nation’s economic growth and de- 
velopment. It is difficult to reconcile such centralized 
public power with the principles of our private enter- 
prise system. 

Before the House Committee on Banking and 
Currency, Wednesday, June 30, 1965 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday I was presented with a 
document which challenged 29 actions of our Office. 
We have no question as to the legal and economic 
soundness of these actions. Our Law Department is 
now assembling the detailed replies to each item on 
that list, and I request that these responses be made 
part of the record. 

The document reflects a fundamental misunder- 
standing of the congressionally mandated function of 
this Office vis-a-vis the Nadonal Bankmg System in 
particular and the American economic structure in 
general. The dual banking system was created by a 
mandate of our Congress over a century ago, and their 
intention, as I see it, was to provide for Federal regu- 
lation of national banking in a growing and changing 
private enterprise economy. The National Banking 
Act is not a merchandise mail-order catalog. It is 
rather, like the Constitution of the United States, a 
framework under which National Banks may employ 
their inventiveness and capacity for change to respond 
to the needs of our growing industry and commerce, 
both domestic and international. 

The document also assumes that any departure from 
the position of any Comptroller of the Currency since 
1863, or indeed of any other banking agency, is some- 
how improper. I would point out that even the courts 
of this land, whose appreciation of the value of prec- 
edent and consistency is probably stronger than that 
of any other branch of the Government, do not hesitate 
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to change previous positions where the passage of time 
and changing circumstances have rendered obsolete 
their prior judicial opinions. 

Our primary aim since assuming office has been to 
modernize the regulatory structure for National Banks 
and to carry out effectively the century-old congres- 
sional intent of a vital dual banking system. Virtually 
all of the subjects contained on the list in question had 
not been examined by any Federal banking authority 
for many years prior to our work on them. The 
business of banking, like all other institutions in the 
20th century, is undergoing rapid and continuous 
change. The inevitable responses of our Office must 
take place in a flexible statutory and administrative 
framework. Obviously, banking cannot survive with 
vitality under rigid and stagnant regulation, as had 
too long been the case. 

We strongly believe that our administrative, pro- 
cedural and regulatory determinations, including those 
set forth by the chairman, are not only unquestion- 
ably well-supported in law but also equally well- 
founded in the basic philosophy of this country con- 
cerning the relationship of government to business. 
We are a private enterprise economy and we place 
primary reliance on individual initiative. Consistent 
with this philosophy, governmental limitations are im- 
posed only where there is clear public purpose to be 
served, and those limitations must be strictly inter- 
preted so as to avoid needless interference with the free 
discretion of the individual. 

In applying this philosphy to bank regulations, we 
strongly believe that the presumption should be in 
favor of freedom of initiative and innovation by the 
individual banker. The same policy, it appears to me, 
is incumbent upon the bank regulatory agencies. The 
bank regulatory authorities, State and Federal, as 
any other regulatory authority, have an affirmative 
responsibility to assure that the regulated industry has 
the tools and the capacity to carry out its role with 
maximum effectiveness. Excessive reliance on the 
“negative crutch” of all-knowing government — 
whether at the State or Federal level — can lead only to 
stagnation and regression. Not all the financial know- 
how of this great country is lodged in the “genius” of 
the financial and monetary regulatory agencies in 
Washington. Hence, the banking authorities ^ould 
set, as their goal, the broadest reliance upon the initi- 
ative of the individual banker consistent with the spe- 
cific proscriptions of the banking statutes. 

It is difficult to see how any other policy can serve 
the consumers of banking services whose critical needs 
are our ultimate concern in framing public policy and 
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r^^lation in this field. Only a vital, competitive, 
vigorous, innovational commercial banking industry 
can advance the interest of the United States — at 
home and abroad — and the well-being of all of its 
citizens. 

Clearly, a rigid, stagnant backward-looking regula- 
tory, administrative, and procedural policy can in 
time only strangle the commercial banking business 
and with it the business community and economy of 
the country. 

It is, in my opinion, extraordinary even to suggest 
that the test of propriety of administrative or pro- 
cedural rulings should be a rigid and unchanging con- 
formance to all rules of the past, however ill-conceived 
or narrow'ly construed they may be in in terms of law 
or economic policy. Shall I, as Comptroller of the 
Currency, be ever foreclosed from changing any rule, 
regulation, interpretation or policy of this Office laid 
down by Mr. Hugh McCulloch, the first Comptroller 
of the Currency who left this Office in 1865, or indeed 
any of his successors, over the last 100 years? 

It seems equally extraordinary to me to suggest that 
a difference between any ruling or policy of this Office 
and a ruling or policy of another agency would, by 
some intellectual gymnastic, automatically open the 
rulings of this Office to question. If, as has been the 
case for decades, other agencies have not reexamined 
their own rules, how can such a test be in any sense 
a reasonable basis for judging any rule of this Office? 
Should we be inextricably bound to the past when we 
face a future alive with change, progress and 
confidence? 

The following are the answers to the 29 allega- 
tions referred to above. 

1. Appointment of Additional Deputy Comptrollers of 
the Currency 

The charge of illegal action as listed in the specifica- 
tion sheet is the “appointment of seven Deputy Comp- 
trollers of the Currency” in violation of 12 U.S.C. 4. 
Section 4 states that “the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall appoint no more than four Deputy Comptrollers 
of the Currency.” The fact is that the statute was 
strictly complied with in that the Secretary of the 
Treasury has not appointed more than four Deputy 
Comptrollers of the Currency. 

The Comptroller, pursuant to his general authority 
to execute his duties and administer his bureau, ap- 
pointed three additional administrative aides whom he 
designated Deputy Comptroller for Trusts, Deputy 
Comptroller for Mergers and Branches, and Deputy 
Comptroller for International Banking and Finance, 
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respectively. These three assistants to the Comptroller 
were appointed in order to implement an administra- 
tive reorganization of the Office whereby duties were 
assigned by function rather than by geographical 
region. To characterize the granting of these titles 
rather than some other title, such as a special assistant, 
as a violation to 12 U.S.C. 4, is to grossly overemphasize 
the effect of this administrative action and to assert 
form over substance. The three appointments were 
not made by the Secretary pursuant to Section 4 and 
the salaries of the three employees concerned were not 
fixed by the Secretary pursuant to Section 4. All three 
employees had previously been employed in the Office 
of the Comptroller as attorneys for some time prior to 
their assuming their new administrative duties. 

2. Access to Shareholder Lists 

The Office has not published any ruling or inter- 
pretation on the subject of rights of shareholders of 
National Banks to inspect the complete list of share- 
holders. The subject of such inspection has been 
traditionally handled by the courts of general juris- 
diction in the location at which a bank is situated and 
there are a number of court decisions on the point. 

This Office, in reply to written inquiries from Na- 
tional Banks, has advised that it would not intervene 
in disputes between shareholders and officers and di- 
rectors over the granting of access to the shareholder 
list and that the proper forum for the resolution of 
such disputes is a court. Accordingly, we have 
advised officers and directors that if the Board of 
Directors is of the opinion that a request to inspect a 
shareholder list is not made in good faith and for a 
purpose inimical to the best interests of the bank, 
that this Office would not object to a refusal by such 
Board of Directors to turn over the list until ordered 
to do so by a court of competent jurisdiction. 

We do not see how the position of the Office, as 
communicated to these inquirers, constitutes any vio- 
lation of 12 U.S.C. 62, which requires that National 
Banks keep a list of its shareholders “subject to the 
inspection of all the shareholders and creditors of the 
association.” 

3. Charitable Foundations 

It is stated in paragraph 7445 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that a National Bank may, upon certain 
stated conditions, establish a charitable foundation to 
assist in making the charitable contributions permit- 
ted by paragraph Eighth of 12 U.S.C. 24. This ruling 
is challenged on the grounds that it is not provided by 
law and that it conflicts with the provisions in para- 
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graphs Seventh and Eighth of 12 U.S.C. 24. These 
objections, in light of those provisions of 12 U.S.C. 
24, appear frivolous. 

Congress clearly stated in paragraph Eighth of 12 
U.S.C. 24 its intention regarding charitable contribu- 
tions when it authorized National Banks “to contribute 
to community funds, or to charitable, philanthropic, 
or benevolent instrumentalities conducive to public 
welfare, such sums as its board of directors may deem 
expedient and in the interests of the association, if 
it is located in a State the laws of which do not 
expressly prohibit State banking institutions from 
contributing to such funds or instrumentalities.” 
Congress, with equal clarity in paragraph Seventh of 
12 U.S.C. 24, also granted to National Banks “ail 
such incidental powers as shall be necessary to carry 
on the business of banking.” 

It is entirely reasonable and consistent with these 
clear expressions of Congressional intent to conclude 
that a National Bank may establish a charitable 
foundation to assist in making the charitable contri- 
butions permitted by paragraph Eighth of 12 U.S.C. 
24. As is evidenced by tlieir widespread acceptance 
and use by businesses generally, charitable founda- 
tions, either in the form of a charitable trust or non- 
profit corporation as provided by State law, constitute 
a most useful and efficient means of implementing a 
bank’s program of making contributions. Any asser- 
tion that such use of a (charitable foundation by a 
National Bank is prohibited by provisions contained 
in paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24, which prohibit 
investment by a National Blank in corporate stock in 
certain circumstances, reflects lack of understanding 
with respect to their meaning, purpose, and legislative 
history. These provisions serve only to limit the se- 
curities in which a National Bank may invest its funds. 
Similarly, such an assertion reflects a disregard for the 
judicial recognition of the authority of National Banks 
to lawfully carry on certain of their activities either 
directly or indirectly, through a subsidiary corpora- 
tion. As stated, Congress has, in paragraph Eighth 
of 12 U.S.C. 24, concluded that it is a proper activity 
for National Banks to contribute to charitable funds 
and instrumentalities. There is no sound basis for 
concluding that a National Bank may not lawfully 
cany on this activity through a trust or subsidiary 
corporation. Acceptance of their use by National 
Banks has been consistently recognized by previous 
Comptrollers, as is evident from paragraph 7220 of 
the Comptroller’s Digest of Opinions which predated, 
and contained language almost identical to that con- 
tained in paragraph 7445 of the Comptroller’s Manual. 
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4. C(>nirlbutio!:s :o iU'iiimnnity Development (lor- 
poratwvs 

It is stated in paragraph 7480 of the Comptroller’s 
Manual tiiat National Banks, as a nfx'cssary business 
expense, may make reasonable contributions to local 
community agencies and groups to further the physical, 
economical, and social development of their com- 
munities, and that such contributions may take the 
form of investment in a corporation organized to carry 
on such activities. This ruling is challenged on the 
basis that it is not provided for by law and that it vio- 
lates paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C, 24, which 
relates to the purchase of corporate stock by a National 
Bank. These objections, similar to those made against 
the establisimient of a charitable foundation by a Na- 
tional Bank, are without merit. 

Paragraph Eighth of 12 U.S.C. 24 authorizes a Na- 
tional Bank “to contribute to community funds, or to 
charitable, philanthropic, or benevolent instrumental- 
ities conducive to public welfare, such rums as its board 
of directors may deem expedient and in the interests 
of the association, if it is located in a State, the laws 
of which do not expressly prohibit State banking in- 
stitutions from contributing to such funds or instru- 
mentalities.'’ As an application of this authority, it 
is stated in paragraph 7480 of the Comptroller’s 
Manual that National Banks, as a necessary business 
expense, may make reasonable contributions to local 
community agencies and groups to further the physical, 
economic, and social development of their commu- 
nities. Such contributions may take the form of an 
investment in a corporation organized to carry on such 
activities. The aggregate investment in such corpora- 
tions may not e.xceed 2 percent of the bank’s capital 
and surplus. This ruling not only is an implementa- 
tion of paragraph Eichth of 1 2 U.S.C. 24 ; it is intended 
to encourage National Ranks to assist, and assume their 
proper responsibilities within their communities. It 
is a means by which National Banks may play a role 
in the President’s prograni of building a truly great 
society through priv^ate initiative and re,sources. 

It is entirely consistent with the clear expression of 
Congressional intent contained in paragraph Eight of 
12 U.S.C. 24, which permits contributions to com- 
munity funds and instrumentalities conducive to pub- 
lic welfare, that a National Bank make such contribu- 
tions in the fonn of an investment in the stocks or bonds 
of a corporation organized to carry on such activities. 
Paragraph Eighth contains no standard or limitation 
with respect to the form that such contribution may 
take. The Comptroller’s Office has, with respect to 
National Bank contributions in the form of investments 


in the stocks or bonds of a development corporation, 
recognized that such investments generally do not 
qualify as “investment securities” within the meaning 
and requirements of the Investment Securities Regula- 
tion and has therefore held that all such investments, 
which do not meet the requirements of that Regula- 
tion, must be charged of! as a business expense and not 
be carried as part of the bank’s assets. 

5. Stock Option Plans 

It is stated in paragraph 5015 of the Comptroller’s 
Manual that a National Bank may provide employee 
stock option and stock purchase plans in accordance 
with applicable regulations of this Office. This ruling 
is challenged on the grounds that it is not provided for 
by law nor permitted by previous Comptrollers. 

The use of employee stock option plans by corpora- 
tions was implicitly approved by Congress when it 
granted certain tax privileges with respect to such plans 
in Sections 421 and 422 of the Internal Revenue Code. 
No reason has been advanced why banks, as distin- 
guished from other corporations, should not be per- 
mitted to have such plans. 

National Banks have long been handicapped in ob- 
taining and retaining competent executives because 
they were not permitted to offer stock options as a form 
of incentive compensation. The obstacle had been a 
prohibition against the holding of Treasury stock, and 
the apparent unwillingness of previous Comptrollers 
to permit the banks to have authorized but unissued 
stock. In order to implement a stock option plan, it is 
necessary for a bank to have a supply of shares ready 
for issuance under the plan when and as the employees 
elect to exercise their options or purchase rights. Our 
ruling permitting the. banks to have authorized but 
unissued shares removed the only technical obstacle to 
the adoption of stock option plans. 

In order to control the use of the stock option priv- 
ilege and see that it is not abused, we have exercised 
strict control. Before any National Bank may put into 
effect an employee stock option or stock purchase plan, 
it must obtain approval of our Office and the approval 
of the holders of two-thirds of its outstanding shares as 
to all of the provisions of the plan. ^Ve require that 
the plan be administered by a disinterested committee 
of directors and that the total amount of shares al- 
located to the plan and the proportionate amount 
which any one employee may be granted are held 
within reasonable limits. 

In our original ruling, we required that all plans 
qualify for the special tax treatment afforded by Sec- 
tion 421 of the Internal Revenue Code. Since the 
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passage of the recent amendments to the Internal Rev- 
enue Code, many banks have expressed interest in 
adopting employee stock option or stock purchase plans 
which might not qualify for the special tax treatment 
afforded to restricted and qualified plans meeting the 
definitions contained in the Code. 

Employees and banks operating under a nonquali- 
fied plan presumably would be subject to taxation in 
the usual manner on transactions entered into pur- 
suant thereto. This Office perceived no consideration 
of public policy which should prevent the management 
of a National Bank, desiring to adopt a nonqualified 
plan, from doing so on the basis of the same business 
and competitive conditions which govern the actions 
of business corporations generally in this area. 

Accordingly, we recently amended our regulations to 
eliminate as a prerequisite to the approval of this 
Office, that stock option or purchase plans must 
qualify for preferential tax treatment under the In- 
ternal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended. In place 
of the former requirements, a set of general guidelines 
for such plans was adopted. 

6. Access to Examination Reports to the FDIC 

The allegation is made that “for one year beginning 
February 1964” the Comptroller of the Currency did 
not permit access to examination reports of National 
Banks to the FDIC, The position of this Office has 
never been to deny to the FDIC the access to its 
examination reports required by 12 U.S.C. 1817. The 
issue, as has been widely reported and is well known, 
is whether the Office of the Comptroller, which op- 
erates entirely on nonappropriated funds, is required 
to grant such access free of charge. There is nothing 
in 12 U.S.C. 1817 or indeed in any other statute which 
prohibits the making of a reasonable charge for copies 
of such reports which are prepared at great expense to 
this Office. Section 1817 vests the FDIC with the 
authorization necessary to becoming privy to con- 
tents of National Bank examination reports. It is a 
clearance or authority to have access to examination 
reports, to assure that acc^s would not be denied to 
the FDIC on the basis of the lack of status required to 
become privy to such information. There is nothing 
in this provision or in any other law requiring the 
Comptroller of the Currency to furnish the FDIC 
with copies of National Bank examination reports free 
of service charge. 

The request by the present Comptroller that reason- 
able charges be paid for copi^ of National Bank ex- 
amination reports is not a novel one. Since 1921, the 
Federal Reserve System has recognized the equity of 
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service charges for copies of National Bank examination 
reports. In that year. Comptroller of the Currency 
D. R. Crissinger announced that arrangements had 
been made with the Federal Reserve Board under 
which Federal Reserve Banks would pay for reports 
provided by the Comptroller. 

In 1957, Comptroller of the Currency Raymond F. 
Gidney proposed that both the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation and the Federal Reserve System 
share with the Comptroller’s Office the heavy cost of 
National Bank examination reports. 

In 1962, an agreement was reached between the 
Federal Reserve Board and the Comptroller’s Office 
whereby the Federal Reserve Banks would pay the 
Comptroller’s Office a fee of $100 for each examina- 
tion report which they wished to retain in their own 
files. In addition, the agreement provided that the 
Federal Reserve Board staff in Washington could ob- 
tain copies of examination reports at no charge. The 
FDIC, since its inception in 1933, has declined to pay 
for copies of examination reports. 

In 1962, following the agreement between the 
Federal Reserve Board and the Comptroller of the 
Currency, the Comptroller suggested to the FDIC 
that the matter of an equitable charge for examina- 
tion reports be submitted to the Comptroller General 
of the United States for review, with the understand- 
ing that both banking agencies would abide by the 
Comptroller General’s determination. The FDIC 
declined to submit the question to arbitration by the 
Comptroller General. 

Every one of the eight Comptrollers of the Currency 
since 1921 has favored service charges for examination 
reports. They have contended that National Banks, 
through the costs involved in their membership in the 
Federal Reserve System and the FDIC, were in effect 
helping to subsidize the examinations which the Fed- 
eral Reserv'e and the FDIC make of state banks at 
no charge. 

In any event the FDIC presently is being given 
access to the reports. During the period referred to 
in the specification sheet, physical changes in our filing 
setup caused a temporary suspension of the arrange- 
ments for access. It is our \inderstanding that during 
this period the FDIC received copies of the reports 
from the Federal Reserve. 

7. Purchase and Sale of Federal Funds 

It is stated in paragraph 1130 of the Comptroller’s 
Manual that when a bank purchases “Federal funds” 
from another bank, the transaction ordinarily takes 
the form of a transfer from the seller’s account in the 
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Federal Reserve Bank to the buyer’s account therein, 
payment to be made by the purchaser, usually with 
a specified fee. The transaction does not create an 
obligation subject to the lending limit or a borrowing 
subject to 12 U.S.C. 82, but is to be considered a pur- 
chase and sale of such funds. This ruling is chal- 
lenged on the grounds that it is contrary to rulings 
of previous Comptrollers, and that it is contrary to 
the provisions of 12 U.S.C. 82 and 84. 

Earlier Comptrollers took the position that, when 
a National Bank acquired, through “purchase,” Fed- 
eral Reserve funds from another bank, such acquisi- 
tion taking the form of a transfer of the funds from 
the “seller’s” account to the “buyer’s” account in the 
Federal Reserve Bank, with payment to be made by 
the “buyer” usually with a specified fee, the transaction 
was a loan by the “seller” bank to the “buyer” bank, 
and the amount of such “loan” could not exceed the 
statutory lending limit of the “seller” nor the statutory 
borrowing limit of the “buyer.” 

However, such purchases and sales are in reality, 
and are so recognized by the banking industry, trading 
in an established money market. It is in truth a buy- 
ing of money for a short-term use. The Comptroller’s 
Office has, therefore, held that, consistent with custom 
and practice within the banking industry, transactions 
of this nature constitute purchases and sales of funds 
under which no obligations arise that are subject to 
the lending limitation of 12 U.S.C. 84. Similarly, 
such transactions are not subject to 12 U.S.C. 82 
which imposes borrowing limitations on National 
Banks. To impose these limitations merely because 
previous Comptrollers viewed these transactions in a 
different light would be to perpetuate a position for 
its own sake without regard to its legal correctness. 
In this connection, it is noted that a significant num- 
ber of State bank supervisors view these transactions 
in the same manner as does the Comptroller’s Office. 
8. Corporate Savings Accounts 

It is stated in paragraph 7510 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that a National Bank may accept savings ac- 
counts without regard to whether the funds are de- 
posited to the credit of one or more individuals, or of a 
corporation, association or other organization, whether 
operated for profit or otherwise. This ruling is chal- 
lenged on the basis that it is contrary to a regulation of 
the Federal Reserve Board although no question has 
been raised with respect to its being legally correct. 

After a thorough and careful study of the 1935 
statute (12 U.S.C. 461), and its legislative history, as 
well as the regulations and opinions of the Federal 
Reserve Board issued both before and since the statute, 


the Comptroller’s Office concluded that the authority 
of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem to define the terms “time deposits” and “savings 
deposits” extends only to the terms of the deposit con- 
tract, such as a description of withdrawal requirements 
and interest rate limitations and that there is nothing 
contained in the statute that would preclude, or that 
would authorize a Regulation which would preclude, 
the maintenance of such accounts by any class of de- 
positors. There is neither legal jurisdiction, nor any 
authority in the Board, to define “savings deposits” by 
the character or general purpose of the depositor. 

The legal issue is whether or not the Federal Reserve 
Board has exceeded its authority by defining time de- 
posits and savings deposits by the character or general 
purpose of the depositor. The fact that the Comptrol- 
ler’s Office has called attention to this abuse of au- 
thority is of secondary significance. Of primary im- 
portance is the fact that the study and analysis of the 
legal issues by the Comptroller’s Office was prompted 
by economic considerations and the need for National 
Banks to serve the public in their own service areas. 
The Comptroller’s ruling eliminates two types of dis- 
crimination: between large and small firms; and be- 
tween commercial banks and other financial inter- 
mediaries. 

The Federal Reserve Board allows savings deposits 
to individuals of unlimited means and to nonprofit 
corporations, associations, or other organizations pos- 
sessing vast fortunes while it refuses such “privilege” 
to a small corporate business enterprise. Banks should 
be encouraged and enabled to assist these small business 
firms which are ill-equipped to operate in short-term 
money markets. The knowledgeable and sophisti- 
cated treasurer of the large corporation is not unduly 
restricted by this overextension of authority on the part 
of the Federal Reserve Board. It is the small unso- 
phisticated corporation which is the real injured party 
under the Board’s regulation. The discrimination be- 
tween commercial banks and other financial intermedi- 
aries results from the fact that these other financial 
institutions, primarily savings and loan associations, 
are allowed to accept savings deposits of this type. 

Attached is a copy of a detailed memorandum pre- 
viously prepared by the Comptroller’s legal staff with 
respect to the authority of the Federal Reserve Board 
to prohibit business corporations or any other particu- 
lar class of depositors from maintaining savings 
accounts. 

9. Reporting Requirements for International Opera- 
tions 

The International Operations Regulation of the 
Comptroller (12 CFR 20) sets forth certain reporting 
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requirements with respect to the international opera- 
tions of National Banks. 

This Regulation is challenged on the grounds that it 
amounts to dual regulation contrary to Section 25 of 
the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 601) which is said 
to vest the Federal Reserve Board with complete au- 
thority to regulate the foreign operations of all mem- 
ber banks, including National Banks. 

Section 25 of the Federal Reserve Act specificially 
provides in the sixth paragraph (12 U.S.C. 602) that 
every national banking association operating foreign 
branches shall be required to furnish information con- 
cerning the condition of such branches to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency upon demand. This language 
plus that contained in 12 U.S.C. 161 constitutes com- 
plete authority for the reporting requirements con- 
tained in the International Operations Regulation of 
the Comptroller. Furthermore, it (12 U.S.C. 602) 
constitutes Congressional recognition that the Comp- 
troller has a continuing responsibility for the operation, 
regulation and supervision of National Banks although 
some phases of their operation may also be subject to 
regulation by the Federal Reserve System. 

10. Direct Acquisition of Stock of Foreign Banks 

It is stated in paragraph 7525 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that a National Bank may acquire and hold 
directly and indirectly stock interests in foreign banks 
as a means of conducting its overseas operations. 

This ruling is challenged on the grounds that the 
Edge Act pennits only an indirect equity interest in 
foreign banks; that it is “contrary to FRB Ruling 1000 
promulgated unde rthe authority of 12 U.S.C. 601”; 
and that it is contrary to 12 U.S.C. 24 which is said to 
prohibit corporate stock purchases by National Banks. 

The Federal Reserve ruling referred to (1964 FRB, 
p. 1000) is an interpretation of language contained in 
12 U.S.C. 24 and of the application of that language 
to State member banks pursuant to the provisions of 
Section 9 of the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 335). 
Our interpretation of the language contained in 12 
U.S.C. 24 will be discussed later. It should be noted, 
however, that the ruling was published, 29 FR 9787, 
12 CFR 208.1 12, as a part of Regulation H. Regula- 
tion H relates to the membership of State banking in- 
stitutions in the Federal Reserve System and is based 
upon and issued pursuant to the provisions of Section 9 
of the Federal Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 321 et seq.) 
and related provisions of law. Section 9 also relates to 
State banks as members of the Federal Reserve System. 
The ruling thus purports to apply only to investments 
by State member banks in the stock of foreign banks. 
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The coqDorate powers of National Banks are set 
forth in 12 U.S.C. 21 and 24 which authorize the 
formation of an association for carrying on the “busi- 
ness of banking” which shall have power to exercise 
“all such incidental powers as shall be necessary to 
carry on the business of banking.” These are broad 
powers which have never been and should not be com- 
pletely defined. The banking business must meet the 
financial needs of our continually growing society. 
This was recognized by the House Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee when it recommended the adoption 
of the McFadden Amendments of 1927. The Com- 
mittee made the following comment with respect to 
provisions relating to the holding of stock in a safe 
deposit corporation and to the investment security 
business that had appeared in an earlier bill as new 
grants of power : 

* • * they now appear as a confirmation and regulation of 
an existing banking service or business. It is a matter of 
common knowledge that national banks have been engaged 
in the investment-securities business and the safe-deposit 
business for a number of years. In this they have proceeded 
under their incidental corporate powers to conduct the bank- 
ing business. [The bill] * ♦ ♦ recognizes this situation but 
declares a public policy with reference thereto and thereby 
regulates these activities. Page 2, H. Report No. 83, 69th 
Congress. 

The claim that 12 U.S.C. 24 prohibits corporate 
stock purchases by National Banks is based upon the 
following sentence : 

Except as hereinafter provided or otherwise permitted by 
law nothing herein contained shall authorize the purchase by 
the association for its own account of any shares of stock of 
any corporation. 

This sentence was added in 1933 as a part of the revi- 
sion and clarification of the Congressional regulation of 
the business of dealing in securities and stock and the 
purchase of investment securities by a bank for its own 
account. The sentence is clearly a disclaimer that 
these related powers constitute authority for a bank to 
purchase corporate stock as a part of its investment 
portfolio. It does not preclude a bank from using 
corporate instrumentalities in carrying on the busi- 
ness of banking. One of ttte earliest recognitions of 
this power was the judicial recognition that a bank 
could hold real estate necessary for its accommodation 
in the transaction of its business either directly or in- 
directly through a corporation. Fourth Nat. Bank v. 
Stahlman 170 S.W. 942 (Tenn. 1915). This power 
was later recognized and regulated by Congress in 12 
U.S.C. 371(d). 

Similarly, the Edge Act does not constitute a grant 
of power to National Banks but rather a plan for 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



a limit-'d proQTani in internationai bank- 

ing, I’he act authorizes the P'ederal Resen'c System 
to charter and regulate special corporations through 
whicli banks and others may make indirect investments 
in foreign banking and other fr)reign hnancial opera- 
tions. It docs not purport to }.)reclude all other par- 
ticipation in international financial operations but 
does .represent Congressional s eengnition that National 
Banks pos.se.'^s the power to participate in this program. 

Para.graph 7525 of the Ci'niptrolle.r’s Manual recog- 
nises tlic pc^ver to carry on the business of banking 
by engaging in foreign financial npcration.s i.s much 
broader tlian the Edge Act program and represents a 
specific finding that both direct and indirect holdings 
of stock interests in foreign banks are aj:)propriate 
means of conducting the o‘-c.-rscas hanking oi'jeratlons 
of National Banks. 

'Phis is an ajipi'opriate finding for the Comptroller 
to make brcau.se he i.s charged by tlie National Bank- 
ing laws rs ith the execution of all laws of the United 
States relating to th-e organization, operation, regula- 
tion and supervision of National Banks and in particu- 
lar witii the execution of 12 U.S C. 24 which sets forth 
the coi'por.ate powers of N.ational Banks. Neither the 
Edge Act nor ether portions of the Federal Reserve 
Act t.d:e awa)- any of these re.sponsibilities of the 
Comptroller, It remains iiis responsibility to make 
the initial superadsory determinations of what portions 
of modern financial operations come \vithin the busi- 
ness 01 hanking. 

II. Disclo<-ire Rt^quirements 

The disclosure regulations ('12 C.F.R. 10, 11, 12 
and 16; issued by the Comptroller .5 Office pursuant 
to the Securities Acts Amendments of 1964 are ques- 
tioned on the grounds that tliey are contrary to the. 
intent of Congress as expressed in the law and do not 
approach the disclosure standards contained in the 
Federal Reserve Board’.? cond Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation’s regulations. 

The F.R.B. and the F.D.I.C. patterned their regu- 
lations very closely on those issued by the Securities 
and Exchange Commission, with the major exception 
of trie dropping of the requirement for certified finan- 
cial statements. 

We understood the purpose of the Williams Amend- 
ment, giving to the banking agencies administration 
of certain provisions of the Exchange Act, as amended, 
to be that the banking agencies should adopt their own 
regulations, based on the public interest as determined 
in the context of the banking industry, while giving 
due regard to the special needs of shareholders of bank 


securities. We have endeavored to do that and to 
balance off the considerations of public policy that 
sometimes diverge in attempting to maintain depositor 
confidence while at the same time keeping investors 
informed. Furthermore the Amendments Act specif- 
ically states that the existing rules, regulations and 
orders of the Securities and Exchange Commission 
are not to be binding on the banking agencies. 

It must be remembered that our Office was the 
first banking agency ever to require the use of annual 
financial reports to shareholders, the first banking 
agency ever to require the use of proxy statements, 
and the first banking agency ever to require reports 
of change of ownership control of banks. All these 
requirements were imposed by our Office in December 
of 1962, a year and a half before the Securities Acts 
Amendments w'ere passed. 

Our regulation,? still require disclosure in a very 
important area which neither the act nor the other 
banking agencies have touched — that of the public 
sale of .securities by new banks and existing banks. 
We require a full registration statement and offering 
circular to be used by every newly organized or existing 
bank going to tlie public for $1 million or more. The 
Fed. and F.D.I.C. rules do not impose such a 
requirement. 

12. Purchase and Operation of Mortgage Service 

Cor;ipa.ny 

The mling which recognizes the right of a National 
Bank to purchase the stock of a mortgage service 
company and to operate such company is challenged 
on the grounds that it is not provided for by law and 
that it violates paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24, 
which relates, in part, to the purchase of corporate 
stock by National Banks. As in the case of other 
questions raised, this challenge as to the legality of this 
ruling reflects a lack of understanding of the powers 
granted and limitations contained in paragraph Sev- 
enth of 12 U.S.C. 24. 

The activities normally carried on by a mortgage 
service company have long been recognized as an es- 
sential part of the business of banking in which a Na- 
tional Bank may lawfully engage under paragraph 
Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24. No one would argue that 
a bank could not properly service mortgage loans it 
makes itself. The servicing of such loans held by 
others is a logical and economically sound extension of 
such activity. As previously stated, neither the pro- 
visions contained in that paragraph, nor their purpose 
or legislative history’ prohibit, or in any w’ay limit, the 
judicially recognized right of a National Bank to ex- 
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ercise all such powers as are incidental to the business 
of banking, including the power to carry on certain 
activities which are a part of the business of banking 
through a subsidiary corporation. It has long been 
settled law that for various business considerations, a 
National Bank may carry on certain of its banking 
activities such as mortgage servicing either directly or 
through a subsidiary corporation. 

13. Ownership and Operation of Travel Agencies 

It is stated in paragraph 7475 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that, incident to those powers vested in them 
under 12 U.S.C. 24, National Banks may provide 
travel services for their customers and receive compen- 
sation for such services. This ruling, as well as the 
Comptroller’s ruling relating to the authority of Na- 
tional Banks to acquire the stock of a travel agency 
corporation and operate such a corporation are chal- 
lenged on the ground that they are not provided by law 
and that paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24, which 
relates to the purchase of corporate stock by a National 
Bank, prohibits the purchase and operation of a travel 
agency corporation. 

As have previous Comptrollers, the present Comp- 
troller has recognized that National Banks may, as an 
incident of their banking powers, provide travel serv- 
ices for their customers and may receive compensation 
for these services. Travel services may properly in- 
clude the issuance of travel credit cards, the sale of trip 
insurance and the rental of automobiles as agent for a 
local rental service. As a legitimate exercise of their 
banking powers, National Banks may advertise, de- 
velop and extend such travel services for the purpose of 
attracting customers to the bank. 

The provision of travel services is the natural and 
necessary complement of long standing banking serv- 
ices such as the issuance of travelers’ letters of credit 
and travelers’ checks, the making of loans to finance the 
costs of travel, the provision of custody accounts and 
safe deposit facilities and the entire range of bank 
credits employed in international trade and investment. 

As in the case of other activities which are either 
a part of the business of banking or incidental thereto, 
such as mortgage servicing activities, as discussed 
above, a National Bank may, consistent with the pro- 
visions contained in paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 
24, and in accordance with applicable judicial prece- 
dents, engage in such activities either indirectly 
through a subsidiary corporation, the stock of which is 
owned by the bank, or directly through a department 
within the bank. 
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14. General Insurance Agency Activities 

It is stated in paragraph 7100 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that 12 U.S.C. 92 provides that National Banks 
may act as agents for any fire, life, or other insurance 
company in any place the population of which does not 
exceed 5,000 inhabitants. This provision is applicable 
to any office of a National Bank when the office is 
located in a community having a population of less 
than 5,000 even though the principal office of such 
bank is located in a community whose population ex- 
ceeds 5,000. This ruling is challenged on the grounds 
that 12 U.S.C. 92 has been removed from the U.S. 
Code of laws since 1916 and that this ruling is con- 
trary to rulings of previous Comptrollers. 

There is specific statutory authority in 12 U.S.C. 
92 for a National Bank to act as a general insurance 
agent in a community with a population of less than 
5,000 people. The ruling contained in paragraph 7100 
is consistent with the clear Congressional intent, evident 
at the enactment of the statute. It is realized that 
there is a disagreement among lawyers as to the techni- 
cal status of 12 U.S.C. 92 ?ls having the force of law. 
It was for this reason that this provision of law was 
cited as paragraph II of Section 13 of the Federal Re- 
serve Act in paragraph 9405 of the Digest of Opinions 
which predated paragraph 7100 of the Comptroller's 
Manual. In this connection, it is gross error to assert 
that this niling is contrary to rulings of previous Comp- 
trollers. The Comptroller’s Office, along with the 
other banking agencies and the banking industry gen- 
erally, has always gone on tlie assumption that the pro- 
visions contained in 12 U.S.C. 92 remain as part of the 
law. 

15. Insurance Activity Incidental to Banking Trans- 
actions 

It is stated in paragraph 7110 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that under the powers vested in them under 
12 U.S.C. 24, National Banks have the authority to act 
as agent in the issuance of insurance which is incidental 
to banking transactions and that commissions received 
therefrom or service charge-s imposed therefor may be 
retained by the bank. This ruling is challenged on the 
basis that it is not provided for by law and that it is 
contrary to rulings by previous Comptrollers. 

A National Bank, wherever located, may, pursuant 
to its corporate powers contained in paragraph 
Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24, participate in insurance 
transactions which are incident to banking transac- 
tions. An example would be a bank selling to a cus- 
tomer credit life insurance to pay the balance of a loan 
held by the bank, in the event of the customer’s death. 
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A National Bank has an insurable interest in an 
automobile on the security of which it has extended 
credit to a customer. A bank also has an interest in 
maintaining through liability insurance the credit- 
worthiness of its customer, so long as the loan is out- 
standing, in order that its ability to collect from the 
customer is not impaired by judgments arising out of 
the negligent operation or use of the automobile. The 
bank’s interest in the automobile and in the unimpaired 
credit-worthiness of the customer, so long as the loan 
is outstanding, can be protected by making insurance 
available to the customer. It is unreasonable and en- 
tirely without justification to expect a bank to gratui- 
tously supply this service for an insurance company 
without receiving any payment for the necessary ex- 
penses which the bank incurs through the use of its 
employees and facilities. 

Congress has consistently recognized that the busi- 
ness of banking covers a wide range of activities. In 
the National Bank Act of 1864 Congress wisely refused 
to define the business of banking as it then existed, 
foreseeing that the banking business would change 
and develop with the passing years. It is clear that 
the business of banking is advanced by financial and 
related services, and powers necessary to achieve and 
promote the fundamental purposes of banking must be 
regarded as powers incidental to those expressly 
granted by paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24. More- 
over, there is no evidence contained in the legislative 
history of 12 U.S.C. 92 that Congress intended to pro- 
hibit National Banks from acting in the limited capac- 
ity as agents in the issuance of insurance which is in- 
cidential to banking transactions. With respect to 
the position of previous Comptrollers who approved 
of the bank doing the work of an agent so long as it 
did not receive any compensation for it, it suffices to 
say that the receipt of payment for a service does not 
in itself make the service performed illegal or ultra 
vires, but it is the character and nature of the service 
itself which determines whether its performance is 
consistent with the bank’s corporate powers. 

16. Debt Cancellation 

It is stated in paragraph 7495 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that a National Bank may provide for losses 
arising from cancellation of outstanding loans upon 
the death of borrowers. This ruling is challenged 
on the basis that it is not provided for by law. 

The Comptroller’s Office has, in paragraph 7495, 
simply recognized that, as a means of protecting itself 
against losses from its lending transactions, a National 
Bank may provide for losses arising from the cancella- 
tion of outstanding loans upon the death of borrowers. 
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The imposition of an additional charge, and the estab- 
lishment of necessary reserves in order to enable the 
bank to agree to such debt cancellation clauses, are 
a lawful exercise of the powers of a National Bank 
and necessary to the business of banking. This ruling 
is founded on paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24, 
which authorizes a National Bank to exercise “all such 
incidental powers as shall be necessary to carry on the 
business of banking; , . The execution of loan 
agreements with debt cancellation clauses pursuant to 
section 24 is an exercise of a National Bank’s corporate 
powers precisely as in the case of its other banking 
activities. 

The debt cancellation ruling is not intended as a 
means of enabling National Banks to invade the field 
of insurance. Rather, it is a recognition of a National 
Bank’s right to protect itself against anticipated losses 
in connection with its lending activities, through the 
establishment and maintenance of appropriate reserves. 
The necessity to maintain such reserves, and to adjust 
charges in relation to the risk involved in a particular 
transaction, has long been recognized as an essential 
part of the prudent conduct of the banking business. 

It has been contended that a debt cancellation 
clause is an insurance contract which is subject to 
regulation by state authorities because cancellation of 
the debt upon the death of the borrower results in a 
benefit to his estate and satisfaction of the debt is 
provided for out of a reserve established by the bank. 
This contention is without merit. No payment is made 
to the borrower’s estate. The reserve established by 
the bank is for its benefit and sole protection. The 
cancellation of the debt on the death of the borrower 
is in no way dependent upon the size or, indeed, the 
existence of a reserve created by the bank. 

The establishment of a reserve by a National Banli 
for its benefit is obviously not the business of insurance. 
Whether such reserves have been established and are 
adequate are, like other banking matters, subject to 
the exclusive supervisory authority of the Office of 
the Comptroller. The provisions of 15 U.S.C. 1012 
are not to the contrary. Although section 1012 vests 
in the several states certain authority in connection 
with the business of insurance, Congress did not, by 
Section 1012, confer on the states any authority over 
the banking activities of National Banks. A banking 
transaction by a National Bank does not become the 
business of insurance subject to the provisions of sec- 
tion 1012 merely because a state official or legislature 
defines the business of insurance so broadly as to 
encompass banking transactions as well as the wide 
variety of insurance which they purport to regulate. 
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17. Use of Data Processing Equipment 

It is stated in paragraph 3500 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that a National Bank may make available, 
for the use of others, data processing equipment ac- 
quired for the primary purpose of performing service 
incidental to banking. This ruling is challenged on 
the grounds that it is not provided for by law, and 
that it is contrary to the intent of Congress expressed 
in the Banlt Service Corporation Act (12 U.S.C. 
1861-65) prohibiting any data processing activity 
other than the performance of bank services for 
banks. 

The objections are groundless in light of the pro- 
visions contained in 12 U.S.C. 24 and 12 U.S.C. 
1861-65. A National Bank may clearly own and 
operate data processing equipment under 12 U.S.C. 
24 which authorizes it to exercise all such incidental 
powers as shall be necessary to carry on the business 
of banking. It is fundamental that if a bank is to 
achieve the full utilization of its investment in such 
equipment, it must make it available for the use of 
others even though it is acquired for the primary 
purpose of performing services incidental to banking. 
This conclusion is entirely consistent with and sup- 
ported by the judicially recognized right of a National 
Bank to lease or construct a building for banking 
purposes even though, in order to achieve a maximum 
return on its investment, it intends to occupy only a 
part thereof and to rent out a lai^e part of the build- 
ing to others. The Bank Service Corporation Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1861-65) recognizes the right of small 
and medium-sized banks to organize and invest in 
bank service corporations to provide service compa- 
rable to that offered by the largest banks. However, 
nothing contained in either the act or its legislative 
history precludes a bank from owning its own data 
processing equipment or from sharing in the owner- 
ship of such equipment through a corporation owned 
by it with individuals or with corporations other than 
banks. 

18. Leasing of Personal Property 

It is stated in paragraph 3400 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that a National Bank may become the owner 
and lessor of personal property acquired, upon the 
specific request, and for the use of a customer, and may 
incur such additional obligations as may be incident 
to becoming an owner and lessor of such property. 
These transactions do not result in obligations subject 
to the lending limits set forth in 12 U.S.C. 84. Since 
lease payments are in the nature of rent rather than 
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interest, they are not subject to 12 U.S.C. 85 and 86. 
This ruling is challenged on the grounds that it is not 
provided for by law and contrary to the clear intent 
and purpose of Congress contained in 12 U.S.C. 84. 

The Comptroller’s ruling which recognized the au- 
thority of National Banks to engage in the direct 
leasing of personal property was the result of a reex- 
amination of the statutory corporate powers of Na- 
tional Banks. 

Paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24 authorizes a Na- 
tional Bank to exercise “all such incidental powers as 
shall be necessary to carry on the business of banking; 
by discounting and negotiating * * * evidences of 
debt; * * Prior to the Comptroller’s ruling, a 
lease financing transaction had been considered within 
the authority of a National Bank only to the extent 
that the transaction could be regarded as the discount 
or the negotiation of an evidence of debt. It followed 
that such transactions were subject to the lending 
limits contained in 12 U.S.C. 84. Previous rulings 
recognized that certain lease paper could be discounted 
or negotiated and would qualify under exception 13 
of 12 U.S.C. 84. Under some circumstances, the ob- 
ligation of the discounter or negotiator of such paper 
(ordinarily the lessor) is not subject to the lending 
limit. 

A careful study of lease financing indicated that 
transactions in which the economic function of the 
lessor had been reduced to a minimum were already 
an important part of the business of banking. In 
these transactions a bank hmt money to a lessor solely 
upon the credit of a lessee for the purchase of proj>* 
erty specifically requested by the lessee for its im- 
mediate possession and use. The lessor acted solely as 
a holder of title and as a nominal debtor. He was a 
relatively expensive retailer of bank credit necessary 
only because a lease transaction required an owner 
and lessor of property, and because the bank super- 
visors required an evidence of debt. The recognition 
that in some cases a lessee could be regarded as a 
debtor under 12 U.S.C. 84 approached, but did not 
reach the solution of the problem. A debtor-creditor 
relationship did not meet the needs of the lessee. 

Solution of the problem, however, required only the 
recognition that the economic development of the 
United States had brought this form of lease financing 
into the business of banking. The business of bank- 
ing, like the law merchant, continues to grow to meet 
the needs of commerce. Paragraph Seventh of 12 
U.S.C. 24 clearly authorizes National Banks to carry 
on the business of banking, The “business of bank- 
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ing” clearly is not limited to the transactions described 
in paragraph Seventh. It is not necessary to fit lease 
financing into the narrow confines of the negotiation 
of an evidence of debt. It is, in fact, necessary to the 
business of banking to recognize that the leasing by the 
bank of personal property acquired upon the specific 
request of and for the use of its customer, and the in- 
curring of such additional obligations as may be inci- 
dent to becoming an owner of personal property and 
the lessor thereof, is a lawful exercise of the powers of 
a National Bank and necessary to the business of 
banking. 

The limitation contained in 12 U.S.C. 84 applies 
specifically to the discounting, negotiation and guar- 
anty of evidences of debt. If, as indicated in the pre- 
ceding paragraphs, lease financing is not the negotia- 
tion of an evidence of debt for the purposes of 12 
U.S.C. 24, there is no reason to regard it as such for 
the purpose of bringing it within the limitation of 12 
U.S.C. 84. Certainly, the acquisition of personal prop- 
erty is not within the limitation and the paymient of 
rent is ordinarily regarded as compensation for the 
use of property and not as the payment of a debt. 

19. Purchase or Sale of Securities Subject to Repur- 
chase Agreements 

It is stated in paragraph 1131 of the Comptroller's 
Majiual that the purchase or sale of securities by a 
bank, under an agreement to resell or repurchase at 
the end of a stated period, is not a borrowing subject 
to 12 U.S.C. 82 or an obligation subject to tlie lending 
limit of 12 U.S.C. 84. This ruling is challenged on 
the basis of being contraiy to the dear intent of 
Congress contained in 12 U.S.C. 82 and 84, which im- 
pose borrowing and lending limitations, respectively, 
on National Banks. 

In form as well as legal effect, such transactions arc 
neither borrowinejs nor lendings but rather are pur- 
chases and sales. The only possible justification for 
inclusion of such transactions within the lending 
limitations is that, in isolated cases, they may be used 
to evade the lending limit. However, the vast major- 
ity of purchases and sales are for valid and legitimate 
nonborrowing purposes, such as the obtaining of col- 
lateral security for public deposits, 

As stated, this ruling is entirely consistent with the 
substance and realities of a legitimate part of the bank- 
ing business. As a responsible regulatory^ body, the 
Comptroller’s Office cannot, because of possible iso- 
lated instances of evasion of applicable .statutory limits 
by a few bankers, view transactions as being applicable 


to statutory limitations which, in fact and in law, are 
not applicable. 

20. Underwriting by National Banks 

Under the provisions of paragraph Seventh of 12 
U.S.C. 24, National Banks are empowered to under- 
write and generally trade in those securities which con- 
stitute general obligations of a State or a political sub- 
division of a State. After a thorough study of the 
issues, the Comptroller rules that a number of types of 
municipal securities, hitherto thought to be ineligible 
for underwriting and general trading by National 
Banks, had sufficient elements of a “general obliga- 
tion” to qualify them for such underwriting and trad- 
ing. Further, in the first major revision since 1934, 
the authority of National Banks to purchase invest- 
ment securities was restated and reinterpreted in a new 
Investment Securities Regulation which became effec- 
tive on September 12, 1963. 

This new Regulation for National Banks reflects the 
Comptroller’s effort, within his statutory’ authority, to 
enable the banking system to perform more effectively, 
yet safely, the vital function of faciliating the flow of 
investment funds into their most productive uses. In 
a private enterprise economy, this task of aiding the 
mobility of capital is one of the most significant respon- 
sibilities of the banking system. 

The regulation is challenged as being contrary to 
paragraph Seventli of 12 U.S.C. 24, presumably be- 
cause the Comptroller has concluded that a bond may 
coiistitutc a public security even though it is not sup- 
ported by general powers of taxation possessed by the 
obligor of the bond. The contention that in order for 
bonds to constitute a general obligation of a State or 
any political subdivision thereof, they must be issued by 
a political unit possessing powers of general taxation 
and must be supported by such powers is without merit. 
Such a requirement clearly is not imposed by the pro- 
visions of paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24. Sim- 
ilarly, neither the legislative history of those provisions 
nor any relevant judicial decisions warrants the im- 
position of such a requirement. Bonds which are 
adequately supported by substantial resources of a 
political unit are eligible for bank underwriting and 
there exists no statutory authority on the basis of 
which the Comptroller’s Office, in the exercise of its 
regulatory and supervisory responsibility as required 
by paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24, could conclude 
and therefore require as a condition precedent for 
bon<^ being eligible for underwriting, that the political 
unit issuing such bonds possess general powers of taxa- 
tion and that the bonds must be supported by such 
powers. 
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21. Definition of Executive Ojficer 

It is stated in paragraph 5235 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that the term “executive officer,” within the 
contemplation of 12 U.S.C. 375a, means each officer 
of a bank who, by virtue of his position, has both voice 
in the formulation of the policy of the bank and re- 
sponsibility for the implementation of such policy. 
The responsibility of and function performed by the 
individual — not his title — determine whether he is an 
“executive officer.” This ruling is challenged on the 
basis that it is contrary to that provision in 12 U.S.C. 
375(a) expressly authorizing the Federal Reserve 
Board to define the term “executive officer.” 

The Comptroller’s Office has concluded that the 
term “executive officer” as contemplated by 12 U.S.C. 
375 (a) 3 means any officer of a bank who, by virtue of 
his position, has both voice in the formulation of the 
policy of the bank and responability for the implemen- 
tation of that policy. To define executive officer in 
any other terms would have the effect of depriving 
many bank employees of the opportunity of obtaining 
their home mortgage, automobile loan and other 
normal borrowing needs from the bank for which they 
work. Banking is perhaps unique in the large number 
of employees who, for a variety of reasons, are ex- 
ecutive officers in name only. A more restrictive defi- 
nition serves only to deprive the bank of business from 
its employees who cannot influence their own loan 
applications. 

Consequently, the Comptroller’s Office has taken a 
realistic approach to the situation. Its position is en- 
tirely consistent with the intent of 12 U.S.C. 375(a) 
which was designed to prevent individuals from influ- 
encing their own loan applications. It has retained 
the protection contemplated by the statute by ruling 
that anyone who can influence the lending policy of 
the bank and also implement that lending policy is an 
executive officer within the meaning of the statute. 

The Federal Reserve Board, prior to the Comptrol- 
ler’s ruling on this subject, had not altered its Regula- 
tion in 25 years. Regulation O, as it appeared for 
these 25 years, stated that the Chairman of the Board, 
the President, every Vice President, the Cashier, Sec- 
retary, Treasurer and Trust Officer were Executive 
Officers. Subsequent to the Comptroller’s ruling the 
Federal Reserve Board amended its Regulation O so 
that, as amended, the statutory limitation on loans to 
executive officers does not apply to a person, regardless 
of his title, who has no authority to perform and 
actually does not perform the duties of an executive. 
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22. Real Estate Loan Defined 

It is stated in paragraph 2000(b) of the Comptrol- 
ler's Manual that a real estate loan within the meaning 
of 12 U.S.C. 371 is any loan secured by real estate 
where the bank relies upon such real estate as the 
primary security for the loan. Where the bank in its 
judgment relies substantially upon other factors, such 
as the general credit standing of the borrower, guar- 
anties, or security other than real estate, the loan does 
not constitute a real estate loan within the meaning of 
12 U.S.C. 271, although as a matter of prudent bank- 
ing practice it may also be secured by real estate. This 
ruling and a similar ruling contained in paragraph 
2400(c) of the Comptroller's Manual are challenged 
on the alleged basis that they are contrary to a plain 
reading of 12 U.S.C. 371 which defines and limits real 
estate loans, and contrary to rulings by previous 
Comptrollers. 

Federal law (12 U.S.C. 371) requires that loans 
made by National Banks on the security of real estate 
meet certain requirements with respect to the nature 
and value of the security, the term of the loan and the 
manner of its repayment. Section 371 states that “a 
loan secured by real estate vdthin the meaning of this 
section shall be in the form of an obligation or obliga- 
tions secured by a mortgage, trust deed, or other in- 
strument upon real estate which shall constitute a first 
lien * * *” The quoted language is obviously regu- 
latory, not definitory. If it is a real estate loan, it must 
meet certain standards, but the section leaves open 
presumably for the discretion of the bank examiner, to 
determine which loans are in fact real estate loans, 
which must meet the minimum security and amortiza- 
tion requirements of the section. 

Section 371 does not state that any loan made by a 
bank in which a real estate security interest is taken, 
is a real estate loan. Section 371 and other provisions 
of Federal law expressly recognize that in certain 
circumstances loans secured by real estate are not 
made primarily on a security of real estate and are 
to be treated as ordinary commercial loans. Real 
estate loans have thus been, defined by the Comp- 
troller’s Office as not including those loans in which 
the bank is primarily relying on factors other than real 
estate. Where a bank is primarily relying on general 
credit standing of the borrower, guaranties, or security 
other than real estate the loan does not constitute a 
real estate loan within the meaning of 12 U.S.C. 371, 
although as a matter of prudent banking practice it 
may also be secured by real estate. 

In the past, a bank making a sound personal loan, 
from a credit standpoint, was thought by many to be 
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unable to acquire a first or second lien on real estate 
as additional secui'ity, because the loan, which was 
never intended to be a real estate loan, could not 
conform to the statutory requirements of Section 371. 
A bank making a sound personal loan may wish to 
have a real estate security interest merely as an addi- 
tional source for payment of the loan in the event of a 
default. The bank may not have any expectation of 
ever resorting to this real estate security for repay- 
ment. To force the bank to regard every loan, having 
any real estate collateral however incidental, as a 
real estate loan subject to Section 371 would prevent 
the bank from taking this additional security in the 
case of a sound personal loan. Such a construction 
obviously defeated the remedial purpose of the section 
which was to require maximum protection for the 
bank. 

These rulings are not contrary to rulings of previous 
Comptrollers, as is evidenced by paragraph 2145 from 
the Digest of Opinions, which predated the Comp- 
troller's Manual. It was stated in paragraph 2145 
that “Occasionally it may be advisable for a bank to 
take a mortgage on real estate in order to strengthen 
the primary security for a loan and protect it against 
some unfavorable contingency. For example, a loan 
may be made * * ♦ upon the security of an assign- 
ment of rents to be paid under a long-term lease with 
an oil company * * * operating a gasoline sta- 
tion * * In such a case the bank might wish to 
hold a mortgage on the realty itself, in order to in- 
crease the certainty of continued receipt of the rental 
payments. Assuming that the lessee is financially 
responsible and credit-worthy, the lease cannot be can- 
celled, the lease rental is adequate to service the loan 
and pay the principal amount of the loan in full by its 
maturity, * * * such a loan would not be regarded 
as a ‘real estate loan,’ subject to the requirements of 
section 24 [12 U.S.C. 371].” 

23. Improved Real Estate 

It is stated in Paragraph 2020(d) of the Comptrol- 
ler’s Manual that business and residential property is 
improved when substantial and permanent improve- 
ments have been constructed or developed on the prop- 
erty, or when its value has been enhanced by such 
improvements in its immediate vicinity. This ruling 
is challenged on the ground that it is not provided 
for by law and that it is contrary to rulings of previous 
Comptrollers. 

The definition of what constitutes improved real 
estate is, and always has been the responsibility of the 
Comptroller’s Office. To object to a particular def- 


inition as not being provided for by law is to merely 
raise questions of opinion inasmuch as the term im- 
proved real estate is not defined in either the statute 
(12 U.S.C. 371) which imposes certain limitations on 
real estate loans by National Banks, or in any other 
applicable Federal law. 

Prior Comptrollers had held that real estate was 
“improved” only when there was a completed structure 
erected thereon. In recognition of economic realities, 
the present Comptroller has ruled that real estate may 
be considered “improved” within the meaning of 12 
U.S.C. 371 when construction or development has con- 
tributed substantially to its value. The construction 
of a building on the property is not the only, nor neces- 
sarily the greatest, “improvement” that can occur to 
enhance the value of a particular piece of real estate. 
This ruling merely recognizes the fact that many 
changes may happen, both on and in the vicinity of 
the real estate such as affords all the protection to the 
lender that is contemplated by the statutory require- 
ment that the real estate be improved. The paving 
on a parking lot in the heart of Manhattan may be 
more valuable as “improvement” than a two-story bam 
on a dust-bowl farm. 

Farmland is deemed “improved” when it is useful 
for agricultural purposes without further substantial 
improvement. So too, should business and residential 
property be regarded as “improved” when substantial 
and permanent improvements have been constructed 
or developed on the property, or when its value has 
been enhanced by such improvements in its immediate 
vicinity. Of course, whether onsite or offsite im- 
provements have enhanced the value of property, so as 
to make it improved real estate, is necessarily a ques- 
tion of judgment which can only be resolved in the 
light of the facts of each particular case. 

24. Capital Debentures 

It is stated in paragraph 1100(b) of the Comp- 
troller’s Manual that National Banks may issue capi- 
tal debentures and capital notes which, to the extent 
that they are subordinated to the prior payment in 
full of all deposit liabilities, such debentures and notes 
are includable in “capital” for the purposes of deter- 
mining the loan limitation of 12 U.S.C. 84. This 
ruling is challenged on the grounds that it is not pro- 
vided for by law and is contrary to traditionally 
accepted corporate and accounting practice. 

Title 12 U.S.C. 84 provides that the total obliga- 
tions to any national banking association of any person, 
copartnership, association, or corporation shall at no 
time exceed 10 per centum of the amount of the 
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capital stock of such association actually paid in and 
unimpaired and 10 per centum of its unimpaired sur- 
plus fund. 

Under the terms of this Office’s ruling, the right to 
receive payment of debenture holders must be ex- 
pressly subordinated to the right to prior payment in 
full of all deposit liabilities of the Bank, whether out- 
standing at the date the debentures are issued or 
thereafter incurred. Capital notes or debentures so 
limited have all of the protective effect of capital and 
surplus insofar as depositors are involved. 

An examination of the legislative history of the 
National Bank Act, and relevant judicial decisions 
subsequent to its enactment establishes the power of 
National Banks to borrow money and issue debentures 
in return therefor, the proceeds of which may be used 
for general banking purposes. In addition, such an 
examination of the lending restrictions contained in 
12 U.S.C. 84 indicated that protection of depositors 
is the primary purpose of restricting the amount of 
loans to any person to a stated percentage of the 
capital and surplus. Consequently, if capital deben- 
tures and notes stand legally in the same relationship 
to depositor as “equity” capital and surplus, they may 
appropriately be included in the bank’s loan base. 

We conclude, therefore, that the proceeds of capital 
notes and capital debentures may be included as part 
of the aggregate amount of unimpaired capital stock 
and unimpaired surplus funds for the purpose of the 
computation of the limit on loans to individual bor- 
rowers contained in 12 U.S.C. 84, provided appropri- 
ate subordination provisions are present. 

25. Undivided Profits and Reserves as Included in 
^‘Unimpaired Surplus Fund’’ 

It is stated in paragraph 1100(c) of the Comptrol- 
ler’s Manual that a National Bank may include as part 
of its “unimpaired surplus funds” [as used in 12 
U.S.C. 84], all capital accounts (other than capital 
stock) derived from paid-in or earned surplus, undi- 
vided profits, tax-paid portion of valuation reserves 
for loans, valuation reserves for securities and reserves 
for contingencies. This ruling is challenged on the 
grounds that it is not provided by law and is in dis- 
regard of established bank accounting terms. 

Our ruling relating to undivided profits and reserves 
as includable in unimpaired surplus fund, and which 
is set forth in paragraph 1100(c) of the Comptroller's 
Manual for National Banks, was based on a study of 
the legislative history underlying the limitations on 
loans dependent upon capital and surplus as set forth 
in 12 U.S.C. 84. Because the protection of deposits 
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was the primary purpose of these limitations the term 
“unimpaired surplus,” as used in the statute, has been 
ruled to include all capital accounts which are not 
subject to known charges and which are interchange- 
able simply by resolution of the bank’s board of direc- 
tors. Such accounts, as a practical matter, stand in 
the same relative position to deposits as does the sur- 
plus account. Examples of such accounts would be 
undivided profits, valuation reserve for securities and 
reserve for contingencies. Reserves which are subject 
to known specific charges, such as a reserve for divi- 
dends declared or a reserve for taxes, interest and 
expenses, would not be includable in “surplus.” 

26. Interest Rates Charged by National Banks 

It is stated in paragraph 7310 of the Comptroller’s 
Manual that a National Bank may charge interest 
at the maximum rate permitted by applicable State 
law to any competing State lending institution. Where 
State law permits a higher rate on specified classes of 
loans (for example, small loans), a National Bank 
which makes loans at such higher rate is subject only 
to such limitations relating to the classification of loans 
as are material to the determination of a rate of 
interest. This ruling is challenged as being contrary 
to 12 U.S.C. 85 and contrary to a Federal court 
decision. 

As was stated in paragraph 9510 of the Digest of 
Opinions,'^ in enacting 12 U.S.C. 85 “Congress in- 
tended that, with respect to interest charges national 
banks shall have the same powers as any competing 
State lending institution. State commercial banks 
and industrial banks both constitute competing ele- 
ments among lending institutions. Therefore, national 
banks are empowered to charge interest at the maxi- 
mum rate permitted by Si:ate law to either State 
commercial banks or industrial banks * * *.” 

Paragraph 7310, which is comparable to paragraph 
9510 of the Digest of Opinions, is merely a restatement 
of relevant court decisions (see, for example, Rock- 
land National Bank of Boston v. Murphy, 110 N.E. 
2d 638 (Mass. 1953) ) and is entirely consistent with 
the objectives of Congress beginningin 1863 and 1864, 
as was clearly stated in the legislative history of sec- 
tion 85, as has been uniformly recognized by previous 
Comptrollers, and as is reflected in applicable court 
decisions. To contend now, in 1965, that National 
Banks are not free to compete with any competing 


^ The publication of the Comptroller’s Office which pre- 
ceded and which was replaced by the present Comptroller’s 
Manual for National Banks, 
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State leading institution is to ignore this clear Con- 
gressional intent and thus to argue that National 
Banks are required to operate and compete in a dual 
banking system under conditions more restrictive and 
less favorable than tliose applicable to State-chartered 
institutions. 

27. Messenger Service by National Banks 

It is stated in paragraph 7490 of the Comptroller's 
Manual that, in order to meet the requirements of its 
customers, a National Bank may provide messenger 
service by means of an annored car or otherwise, 
pursuant to an agreement wherein it is specified that 
the messenger is the agent of the customer rather than 
of the bank. Deposits collected under this arrange- 
ment are not considered as having been received by 
the bank until they are actually delivered to the teller 
at the bank’s premises. Similarly, a check is consid- 
ered as having been paid at the bank when the money 
is handed to the messenger as agent for the customer. 
This ruling is challenged on the grounds that it violates 
the state branch banking restrictions incorporated into 
12 U.S.G. 36c and that to the extent it involves inter- 
state branching, it is not provided for by law and 
violates the clear intent of Congress. 

Rulings of the Comptroller’s Office dating back to 
1929 have held that the pickup of deposits and the 
delivery of cash by armored car service is authorized, 
provided that certain safeguards are met to insure 
that such activities do not constitute unauthorized 
branch banking. The ruling in the Comptroller's 
Manual merely reaffirms this traditional view that such 
service is a proper incident of the business of banking 
as authorized under paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 
24. Section 36ff) of Title 12, U.S.C., defines a 
branch bank as any place at which deposits are re- 
ceived, or checks paid, or money lent. Thus, it has 
been ruled that agreements which provide armored 
car scr^ ice must make it clear that the funds are being 
received bv the armored carrier a.s agent for the cus- 
tomer .tm.d not the bank. As an element of this ruling, 
it hrs ri.l-.o been he’d that a National Hank may absorb 
the co.^t of the service, and that .such payments do not 
constitute the payment of interest in violation of 
Regulation Q. 

The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation and the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
have issued substantially the same rulings applicable to 
state banks under their jurisdiction. 

28. Authority to Act as "^Finder’* 

It is stated in paragraph 7200 of the Comptrollers 
Manual that a National Bank, pursuant to request, may 


act as “finder” in bringing together a buyer and seller, 
where the bank’s activity is limited to the introduction 
and it takes no further part in the negotiations for this 
service, the bank may accept a fee. This ruling is 
challenged on the grounds that it is not provided for by 
law and that it permits National Banks to engage in 
activities of a nonbanking nature and to compete un- 
fairly with other businesses. 

Commercial transactions, which necessarily entail 
the coming together of a buyer and seller, most fre- 
quently require the financing and related financial 
services afforded by commercial banks. Where a bank 
is able to bring together a buyer and seller, it is per- 
forming a service both to prospective participants in a 
commercial transaction and to itself as the possible 
source of financing such a transaction. In such cir- 
cumstances, the bank is, as authorized under 12 U.S.C. 
24, engaged in the business of banking and exercising 
a power which is necessary to carry on the business of 
banking. 

It must be noted that paragraph 7200 contemplates 
that the bank’s activity be limited to an introduction 
and that the bank take no part in the negotiations. 
National Banks, in places where the population does 
not exceed 5,000, may act as real estate brokers gen- 
erally. In larger towns, National Banks with trust 
powers may manage and sell real estate for custom- 
ers. See Comptrollers Manual, paragraph 7425. 
This ruling relates to when a National Bank may act 
as an agent for a buyer or seller of loans and may en- 
gage in the management and sale of real estate for 
others. Assertions to the contrary notwithstanding, a 
careful analysis of all cases bearing on this question 
clearly indicates that the Comptroller’s ruling is en- 
tirely consistent with judicial precedent. 

29. Loans Secured by Bank Shares 

It is stated in paragraph 6030(b) of the Comptrol- 
lers Manual that a National Bank may require that a 
borrower holding shares of the bank execute agree- 
ments (1) not to pledge such shares, (2) to pledge 
such shares at the request of the bank when necessary 
to prevent loss, and (3) to leave such shares in the 
bank’s custody. This ruling is challenged on the 
grounds that it violates an express prohibition con- 
tained in 12 U.S.C. 83 that a National Bank may not 
make any loan or discount on the security of the shares 
of its own capital stock, unless such security shall be 
necessary to prevent loss upon a debt previously con- 
tracted in good faith. 

As stated in 12 U.S.C. 83, a National Bank may ac- 
cept the security of its own stock only when such 

263 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



security is necessary to prevent a loss on a debt pre- 
viously contracted. The ruling contained in para- 
graph 6030(b) is entirely consistent with this limita- 
tion of 12 U.S.C. 83 inasmuch as none of the transac- 
tions described in that ruling constitute a pledge of 
bank stock as security. On the contrary, each or a 
combination of the agreements described in paragraph 
6030(b) are merely means by which a National Bank 
may insure that bank stock owned by a borrower will 
be available as security in the event that loss on an 
existing loan appears likely. The provision of 12 
U.S.C. 83 which permits a National Bank to accept 


the security of its own shares when such security is 
necessary to prevent loss on a debt previously contracted 
would be stripped of any meaning and purpose by an 
interpretation that the bank could not prudently pre- 
vent a prior hypothecation or sale of the borrower’s 
assets to the extent that such assets consisted of bank 
shares. Such an interpreation by a banking supervisor 
would be irresponsible and subject to criticism. A 
bank should, in the exercise of prudent banking judg- 
ment, be left free of any restraints whatsoever in its 
ability to reach all assets of a borrower to prevent a 
loss to the bank. 
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ARMORED CAR SERVICE 

May 6, 1965. 

Hon. John J. Rhodes 
House of RepTesentatives 
Washington, D.C. 

This is in response to your inquiry of April 22, 1965, 
in which you enclosed correspondence from the Ar- 
mored Motor Service of Arizona, Inc., in Phoenix, 
Ariz., signed by its president, Mr. S. B. Thomson. 
Mr. Thomson, who mentions a ruling by this Office 
applicable to national banks, states that the practice 
of picking up deposits for customers to be delivered to 
banks and the handling of money between banks has 
always been handled by privately owned armored car 
companies. He is of the view that this is a private 
enterprise which should not be in competition with 
the Federal Government in any of its branches. 

A national bank is a privately owned commercial 
bank or financial institution and any services {>er- 
formed by it may not reasonably be construed as the 
activities of a branch of the Federal Government. A 
national bank’s character as a private rather than gov- 
ernmental enterprise is not altered because it is char- 
tered, supervised and examined by this Office, or 
because Federal law imposes certain restrictions and 
limitations on its activities. 

Rulings of this Office dating back to 1929 have held 
that the pickup of deposits and the delivery of each by 
armored car service is authorized, provided that cer- 
tain safeguards are met to insure that such activities do 
not constitute unauthorized branch banking. We 
have reaffirmed the opinion that such scivice is a 
proper incident of the business of banking. 

Section 36(f) of Title 12 U.S.C. defines a branch 
bank as any place at which deposits are received, or 
checks paid, or money lent. Thus, we have ruled that 
agreements to provide armored car service must make 
it clear that the funds are being received by the ar- 
mored carrier as agent for the customer and not the 
bank. As an element of this ruling, we have also held 
that a National Bank may absorb the cost of the seiY- 
ice, and that such payments do not constitute the 
payment of interest in violation of regulation Q. 

The Federal De^poslt Insurance Corporation and 
the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
have issued substantially the same rulings applicable 
to state banks under their jurisdiction. 


AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION 

March 19, 1965. 

Hon. John E. Moss, 

Chairman, Foreign Operations and Government 

Information Subcommittee of the Committee on 

Government Operations 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Your letter of February 12, 1965, addressed to the 
Secretary of the Treasury, asks a number of questions 
concerning the availability of information from Treas- 
ury agencies and the extent to which such availability 
is responsive to the requirements of the Administrative 
Procedure Act of 1946. This letter responds to such 
questions insofar as they relate to the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

1. In general, section 3 of the Administrative Procedure 
Act of 1946 (5 U.S.C, 1002) applies to the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

2a. Descriptions of the central and field organization of 
the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency are published 
in the Federal Register and in letters to all National Banks 
from time to time as changes are made. They are also pub- 
lished annually in the “United States Government Organiza- 
tion Manual” and in the “Annual Report of the Comptroller 
of the Currency.” This information is also published by 
various commercial publications. The Comptroller’s regu- 
lations “Procedures” (12 CFR 4) and “Fiduciary Powers of 
National Banks and Collective Funds” (12 CFR 9), which 
set forth the places and methods whereby the public may 
secure information or makes submittals or requests, are pub- 
lished in the Federal Register, in the Code of Federal Regu- 
lations, in letters to all National Banks and in the Regulations 
sections of the “Comptroller’s Manual for National Banks” 
and the “Comptroller’s Manual for Representatives in 
Trusts.” 

b. Statements of the general course and method by which 
the functions of the Comptroller arc channeled and deter- 
mined, including the r-ature and requirements of all formal 
and informal procedures, forms, and instructions as to the 
scope and conteiit of all papers, reports, or examinations are 
also set forth in the regulations. “Procedures” and “Fiduciary 
Powers of National Banks and Collective Funds.” Addi- 
tional detailed information on these subjects is contained in 
the “Manual for Representatives in Trusts,” “Comptroller’s 
Policy Guidelines for National Bank Directors” and “In-struc- 
tions, Procedures, Forms for National Bank Examiners.” The 
first of these manuals is furnished to representatives in trusts 
and to national banks authorized to exercise fiduciary powers. 
The other two manuals are furnished to national bank direc- 
tors and national bank examiners for their guidance. All 
three are loose leaf manuals which are supplemented from 
time to time. 
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c. Substantive rules adopted as authorized by law are pub- 
lished as regulations in the Federal Register and in the Code 
of Federal Regulations (12 CFR 1-20), in letters to all na- 
tional banks and in the Regulations sections of the Manuals 
for National Banks and for Representatives in Trusts. 

d. Statements of general policy and interpretation formu- 
lated and adopted for the guidance of the public are pub- 
lished as interpretative regulations in the Federal Register, 
in the Code of Federal Regulations (12 CFR 1.105 et seq.; 
12 CFR 7), in letters to all National Banks and in the Regu- 
lations sections of the Manuals for National Banks and for 
Representatives in Trusts. Interpretative rulings arising out 
of individual inquiries from national banks have been gen- 
eralized for the guidance of officials of national banks and 
their counsel, national bank examiners and other members 
of the staff of the Comptroller of the Currency and are pub- 
lished in the Rulings section of the “Manual for National 
Banks” or in the Opinions section of the “Manual for Rep- 
resentatives in Trusts.” Individual rulings which are particu- 
larly timely are distributed immediately in letters to all Na- 
tional Banks. Significant rulings are also summarized quar- 
terly in “The National Banking Review.” In addition to the 
sections on Rulings and Regulations, the “Manual for Na- 
tional Banks,” which is supplemented at quarterly intervals, 
includes the text of the National Banking Laws and related 
statutes. The “Manual for Representatives in Trusts” also 
includes the text of the laws relating to the trust powers 
of National Banks and instructions, procedures and forms. 
“The National Banking Review,” a journal of policy and 
practice published quarterly by the Comptroller, provides a 
forum for the discussion of economic problems relating to 
banking. Members of the Comptroller’s Economics Staff 
and others interested in these problems contribute leading 
articles to the Review. Current statistical data and com- 
ment on economic, legal and regulatory developments are 
regularly published in “The National Banking Review.” 

e. Rules addressed to and served upon named persons in 
accordance with law are specifically excepted from publica- 
tion requirements of section 3 of the Administrative Proce- 
dure Act (5 U.S.C. 1002(a)(3)). Such rules arc, in ac- 
cordance with published rule (12 CFR 4.13(a)(2)), 
available for public inspection except in such cases as the 
Comptroller determines (section 4.13(b)) that disclosure 
would conflict with the public interest and the proper admin- 
istration of his responsibilities. 

3. The Comptroller of the Currency is required by !2 
U.S.C. 1828(c) to include in his annual report to the Con- 
gress the basis for his approval of each merger, consolidation, 
acquisition of assets, or assumption of liabilities approved 
by him during the period covered by the report. Opinions 
in such cases are published in the “Annual Report of the 
Comptroller.” They are also released to the press through 
regular public information channels at the time the action is 
taken. Other rulings, final opinions, decisions, and orders of 
the Comptroller of the Currency are available for inspection 
at the Office of the Comptroller during business hours to per- 
sons properly and directly concerned in accordance with the 
provisions of the procedural regulation of the Comptroller 
(12 CFR 4.13). 

4. Section 4.13(b) of the procedural regiJation of the 
Comptroller defines confidential information, lists reasons 
for its non-disclosure and sets forth the circumstances in 
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which disclosure may be authorized by law and in the public 
interest. Opinions, decisions, and orders of the Comptroller 
are included (section 4.13 (b) (2) (iii) ) within the definition 
of confidential information when the Comptroller determines 
that disclosure would conflict with the principles set forth as 
reasons for nondisclosure in section 4.13(b)(1). 

The Comptroller publishes biweekly a “Summary of Ac- 
tions which sets forth the di.sposition made of applications 
for charter, for a branch, for a title change, for a head office 
relocation or a branch relocation. The “Summary of Actions” 
is distributed to all national banks, to approximately 2,500 
business firms, lawyers and other interested individuals who 
have requested to be notified of decisions. It is also released 
to the Washington press through public information chan- 
nels and mailed to approximately 150 out-of-town news- 
papers and publications. In addition, a public informa- 
tion officer responds to press inquiries concerning the filing 
and disposition of applications for new bank charters, branches 
and mergers. 

5. Unpublished opinions and orders are not cited or used 
as precedents in other proceedings. 

6. Interpretations and legal opinions are published in the 
form of regulations in the Federal Register and the Code of 
Federal Regulations. Such regulations and more detailed 
interpretations and rulings are published for the benefit of the 
persons directly concerned witti the National Banking System 
in letters to all national banks and in the various Comptroller’s 
Manuals. Unpublished information, except that required 
for good cause to be held confidential is, in accordance with 
published rule (12 CFR 4.13 (a) (2) ), available for inspec- 
tion at the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency during 
business hours to persons properly and directly concerned. 
The rule provides that a reques t to examine such information 
or to obtain a copy or copies thereof must be submitted to 
the Comptroller of the Currency or to the Regional Con- 
troller of the Currency for the region in which the request 
arises. Such request must be signed by the person making 
it or his duly authorized agent who must state the name 
and address of the person on whose behalf the request 
is made. The request must set forth the facts, if any, in- 
volved, the purpose for which the document or information 
contained therein will be used if made available, the nature 
of such person’s interest in the matter and the reason or 
reasons why the reqeust should be granted (12 CFR 4.13(a) 

(2)(ii)). 

7. Many of the records and files of the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency contain information which must 
be safeguarded in the public interest in order to protect the 
National Banking System and to enable the Comptroller to 
administer properly his responsibilities. Such information 
is disclosed only to such persons and to the extent that the 
Comptroller determines that disclosure is authorized by law 
and is in the public interest (12 CFR 4.13, 4.14). National 
bank examiners are forbidden by 18 U.S.C. 1906 to disclose 
the names of borrowers or the collateral for loans of banks 
examined by them to other than proper officers of such 
bank without first having obtained the express permission 
in writing from the Comptroller of the Currency. 

8. Private parties dealing with the Comptroller of the 
Currency are not required to resort to organization or pro- 
cedure not published in the Federal Register. 
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9. The Comptroller of the Currency does not disclose 
records, files and other information where such disclosure 
would conflict with the public interest in the proper admin- 
istration of his responsibilities as the supervisor of National 
Banks. Some of the results which might flow from the 
improper disclosure of such information are set forth in 
section 4.13(b)(1) of the procedural regulation of the 
Comptroller. The nature of the information which is ordi- 
narily not disclosed is set forth in section 4.13(b) (2). These 
considerations, however, do not require the Comptroller to 
refrain from the publication of rules. 

10. Rules relating solely to internal agency management 
are ordinarily not published. 

11. The Comptroller of the Currency does not define 
“official record” as used in section 3(c) of the Administra- 
tive Procedure Act. The standards set forth in the Comp- 
troller’s regulation relating to the disclosure or nondisclosure 
of information (12 CFR 4.13) does not depend on whether 
the information is a matter of official record or not. 

12. In accordance with your request, there are submitted 
herewith two copies of — 

Years of Reform, a Prelude to Congress — 7'he lOIst Annual 
Report of the Comptroller. 

The Comptroller’s Manual for National Banks. 

The Comptroller’s Manual for Representations in 'I'rusts. 

The Comptroller’s Policy Guidelines for National Bank 
Directors. 

Instructions, Procedures and Forms for National Bank 
Examiners. 

The March issue of The National Banking Review. 

Pages 104 and 105 of the United States Organization Man- 
ual, 1964-65. 

Notice of New Regional Organization, 27 Federal Register, 
4530 and 4531, Friday, May 11, 1962. 

Summary of Actions. 

A sample merger opinion. 

BANK MERGERS 

April 26, 1965. 

Hon. Dante Fascell 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Reference is made to your letter of April 5, 1965, 
wherein you express your concern with the grave 
problems which can arise in bank merger cases, where 
the stamp of approval has been affixed by a banking 
agency, only to have it destroyed at some future time 
through the efforts of another agency of the Govern- 
ment, the Antitrust Division. 

These problems are new to the banking industry 
and have only arisen since the passage of the Bank 
Merger Act of 1960. While the legislative history 
of that Act had been understood by the banking fra- 
ternity as making it clear that the role of the Depart- 


ment of Justice in bank mergers was to be advisory 
only, the Supreme Court, in United States v. Phila- 
delphia National Bank 374 U.S. 321, ruled that bank 
mergers were within the reach of the antitrust statutes. 
This, in effect, as Mr. Justice Harlan indicated in his 
dissenting opinion, gives the Department of Justice 
veto power over bank mergers which have been ap- 
proved by the federal banking agencies. 

Since this problem of conflicting jurisdiction over 
bank mergers arose from a statutory interpretation, 
it appears to me that the solution to the problem lies 
primarily within the Congress. 


January 12, 1965. 

Hon. Joseph Clark, 

United States Senate 
W ashington, D.C. 

In your letter of January 6, 1965, you ask for a 
status report on the application of Williamsport Na- 
tional Bank, Williamsport, Pa., to consolidate with 
the First National Bank of Williamsport, Williams- 
port, Pa. 

The application has been investigated by our field 
examiner and the advisory reports required by the 
Bank Merger Act of 1960 (12 U.S.C. 1828c} have 
been received from the appropriate agencies includ- 
ing the Department of Justice, a copy of whose report 
is enclosed for your information. The participant 
banks have been given a copy of this advisory report. 

Williamsport National Bank has a total IPC depos- 
its of $22 million and the First National Bank of Wil- 
liamsport has total IPC deposits of $17 million. These 
small banks are second and third in size, respectively, in 
the greater Williamsport-Lycoming County area. It 
is estimated that the city of Williamsport has a popu- 
lation of 32,000, the greater Williamsport area 75,000, 
and Lycoming County 110,000. Presently, there are 
14 banks in the county with total deposits of some 
$139 million. 

While the economy of Williamsport and Lycoming 
County is not stagnant, I am sure that you will agree 
that it could well use a stimulant to further, more 
rapid and sustained economic development. We be- 
lieve that sound, well-managed banks of a size capable 
of attracting and financing new industry and com- 
merce are indispensable to promoting community 
growth. While these small banks in Williamsport 
have done well, we feel they could do much more for 
the economic development of their area of Pennsyl- 
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vania were they given the opportunity to combine their 
resources and channel their efforts in this direction. 

We do not agree with the conclusions reached by 
the Department of Justice in its advisory report on 
the consolidation of the Williamsport banks. The 
consolidation will, we believe, serve to bring new com- 
petitive vigor to the banking structure of the area and 
will not, as the Department of Justice contends, have 
an adverse effect upon banking competition. 

The report of the Department of Justice has special 
significance because of the authority of the Depart- 
ment to institute judicial proceedings under the Sher- 
man and Clayton Antitrust Acts against consolidating 
banks. The impact of an antitrust suit on any bank 
is grave; the impact on small banks, as in Williams- 
port, could be disastrous. Realizing this, we cannot, 
with regard for our responsibilities under the National 
Banking Act, plunge National Banks applying for per- 
mission to consolidate into the bog of an antitrust 
suit without first advising them of the possible and 
probable consequences. 

An antitrust suit against the Williamsport bank 
would affect their operations in several respects. Be- 
cause of their relatively modest resources and limited 
earning capacity, they could not prudently undertake 
to pay the heavy legal fees and court costs of antitrust 
litigation. These small banks, struggling as they are 
to improve the economic well-being of Lycoming 
County and its residents, can ill afford the confusion 
in their daily operations which an antitrust suit would 
certainly create. An antitrust suit brought against 
them in the name of the United States could seri- 
ously damage the banks’ name and public image which 
they have earned by many years service and which 
they cherish as essential to their continued sucessful 
operation. Further, if they were able to consolidate 
before a court decreed their union illegal, their prob- 
lems would be compounded as they attempted to work 
their way through the labyrinth of a bank divestiture 
proceeding. While this Office believes that this pro- 
posed consolidation would be in the public interest, 
we have doubts, stemming from the above considera- 
tions, that these small Williamsport banks should 
shoulder the risks of an antitrust suit no matter how 
beneficial their proposed consolidation may be for the 
economic betterment of Lycoming County and the 
banking structure of Pennsylvania. 

I shall, of course, be available to discuss this matter 
further with you at your convenience should you de- 
sire more information. 

270 


Decision of the Office of the Comptroller of 
THE Currency on the Application to Consoli- 
date Williamsport National Bank, Williams- 
port, Pa., and the First National Bank of 
Williamsport, Williamsport, Pa. 

statement 

On October 16, 1964, the $34.2 million Williams- 
port National Bank, Williamsport, Pa., and the $22.2 
million First National Bank of Williamsport, Williams- 
port, Pa., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency 
for permission to consolidate under the charter of the 
former and with the title “Williamsport First National 
Bank.” 

Williamsport, with a population of 42,000, is located 
in northeast central Pennsylvania along the West 
Branch of the Susquehanna River, 85 miles north of 
Harrisburg. Williamsport is the focal point of a sur- 
rounding area denominated locally as Greater Wil- 
liamsport, which has a population of 74,755, and is the 
county seat of the largest county in area in Pennsyl- 
vania, Lycoming County, which has a population of 
109,367. No other town in the county approaches 
Williamsport in size and, in fact, it is the only city of its 
size for a distance of some 65 miles in any direction. 
A municipal airport with scheduled flights, railways, 
and road transportation give easy access to and from 
Williamsport. The area will benefit from federal high- 
way projects now under construction, particularly 
from the Keystone Shortway (Interstate 80), which 
will ultimately extend from New York to San Francisco 
via Chicago and will pass near Williamsport. 

The economy of the Williamsport area is based prin- 
cipally on industry and agriculture, with recreational 
facilities in the outl)ing areas near the river and edu- 
cation also providing some stimulus. At the turn of 
the century, Williamsport was known as the largest 
lumber city in the world but the depletion of the 
nearby forests forced the city to turn to more diversi- 
fied industry. Now there are 207 industrial establish- 
ments operating in Lycoming County and manufac- 
turing such varied products as airplane engines, radio 
tubes, steel, and paper napkins. The Williamsport 
Technical Institute, a division of the Williamsport 
Area Joint Schools, has substantially contributed to 
the development of a skilled labor force to attract 
industry by training and retraining adults and high 
school seniors to work in modern plants. There are 
1,490 farms, averaging 140 acres per farm, in the 
county which are principally devoted to truck farm- 
ing and dairying. Also contributing to the county’s 
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economy is Lycoming College, with 1,260 students. 
The economic prospects for the Williamsport area are 
promising because of the success of local efforts to 
attract diverse industries and to provide necessary 
educational opportunities. In addition, the national 
program of providing first-rate highway facilities to 
all parts of the country should greatly advance the 
prospects for Williamsport because some of these high- 
ways will link that city to the east and west coasts. 

The applicant banks are located in the center of 
Williamsport and each has one branch. The major 
competitor in the city is the $42. 8 million Northern 
Central Bank & Trust Co., the resulting bank of a 
merger in 1963 which made it the dominant bank in 
Williamsport. Two smaller banks in the Greater Wil- 
liamsport area have resources of some $19.8 million. 
Nine otlier banks in Lycoming County, ranging in 
size from the $7.5 million Muncy Bank & Trust Co., 
Muncy, to the $1.4 million First National Bank of 
Ralston, Ralston, also compete with the applicant 
banks. In addition, three savings and loan associations 
in Williamsport compete for savings acc<>nnts and 
mortgage loans. 

This proliferation of banking units in Lycoming 
County reflects the extent of competition which the 
applicant banks encounter in the area they serve. 
While most of the banks in the county are small, they 
nevertheless provide alternate banking sources for in- 
dividuals, fanners and small businessmen who make 
up a large portion of the local banking customers. 

The need in Williamsport is for a bank which can 
offer effective competition to the now dominant North- 
ern Central Bank and can attract new industry and 
commerce which will stimulate the local economy. 
Moreover, the larger Industrie.? and commercial estab- 
lishments in Williamsport require larger loans and 
more ser.=^ices, such as Lock Box Service, than either 
applicant bank can provide at the present time. Fii-st 
National Bank, for example, must send documents 
daily to a larger bank 200 miles distant for data proc- 
essing in order to offer its customers efficient demand 
deposit accounting and, in a few instances, payroll 
accounting. Alone, neither bank can justify the acqui- 
sition of electronic data processing equipment; as a 
consolidated bank, they could invest in this equipment 
and thus offer modern banking services in an efficient 
manner, 

Size and equiprnent are only as effective as the men 
who use them, however. Both applicant banks have 
been fortunate in the quality of management in the 
past and at the present time. But the problem in both 


banks of management succession and of competition 
with other banks for specialists in such fields as trusts 
and commercial lending can no longer be ignored. 

Having considered the statutory criteria of the ef- 
fect of the transaction on competition, the convenience 
and needs of the community and the management, 
we would be inclined to hold that the proposed merger 
is in the public interest. The indication of the Depart- 
ment of Justice in its agency report to this Office that 
litigation to enjoin the proposed consolidation is likely, 
casts a different light on the transaction. We must 
consider, pursuant to the Bank Merger Act of 1960, 
the future earnings prospects of the applicant banks. 
The resources and earning capacity of these banks do 
not permit them prudently to sustain the heavy legal 
fees and court costs of protracted antitrust litigation. 
The effect of such burdensome expenses on future 
earnings could be seriously detrimental. 

There is also the responsibility, entrusted to this 
Office by the Congress, of supervising national banks 
to insure their solvency and liquidity. We intend to 
carry out our mandate with regard to this application. 
Besides the oppressive costs involved in defending an 
antitrust suit, the confusion in daily operations and 
the damage to the banks’ name and public image which 
they have earned by many years service could have a 
grave impact on the condition of these national banks. 
Further, if they were able to consolidate before a court 
decreed their union illegal, their problems would be 
compounded as they attempted to work their way 
through the labyrinth of a bank divestiture proceeding. 

As the applicant banks are effectively blocked by the 
threat of litigation from improving and making more 
rational their operations by means of iJie proposed 
consolidation, it is reasonable to anticipate their join- 
ing forces with banks outside the Lycoming County 
area in the near future. This type of union w’ould 
offer many of the advantages of the proposed consoli- 
dation, such as bringing in new personnel and increas- 
ing funds to serve the growing Williamsport economy 
and insuring that it docs indeed grow. Hopefully, 
such a union v/ould allow the banks to develop nat- 
urally as regional banks, capable of giving the Wil- 
liamsport area public the banking service it deserves, 
without tlireat of litigation and without harassment. 

Having considered the consolidation application in 
the light of the relevant facts and our statutory man- 
date, we are compelled to deny permission to 
consolidate. 

April 21, 1965. 
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Hon. Wright Patman 

Chairman, Committee on Banking and Currency 
House of Representatives 
W ashington, D.C. 

August 24, 1965. 

The Office of the Comptroller of the Currency ap- 
preciates the opportunity to present its views on S. 
1698, which passed the Senate and was referred to 
the Committee on June 14, 1965. Secretary Fowler 
has authorized me to submit to you and the members 
of the Committee the following statement of the views 
of this Office, which I have, of course, discussed with 
him. However, this statement does not necessarily 
in all respects represent the views of the U.S. Treasury. 

Public policy toward bank mergers has been in a 
chaotic state since the Supreme Court’s Philadelphia 
decision in 1963. There, although a majority of the 
Court agreed that the Bank Merger Act of 1960 re- 
mained in full force and effect, they held that bank 
mergers are also subject to section 7 of the Clayton 
Act. These two positions are fundamentally irrecon- 
cilable. Whereas the Bank Merger Act requires the 
bank regulatory agencies to weigh the public interest 
in bank merger proposals according to seven criteria 
carefully tailored by Congress to fit the realities of 
banking, the Clayton Act applies a narrow competitive 
test initially fashioned for the unregulated industries 
where competition serves as virtually the sole safeguard 
of the consumer interest. 

The Philadelphia decision did nothing to provide 
definitive guidelines for the banking industry and its 
supervisory authorities for the reconciliation of these 
diverse criteria. The chaos in bank mergers was fur- 
ther heightened by the Lexington decision which ruled 
that a violation of section 1 of the Sherman Act when 
applied to bank mergers is to be determined by the 
same tests to be applied in a section 7 case. In effect, 
therefore, sections 1 and 7 are made interchangeable 
with respect to bank mergers. 

With the banking agencies and the Department of 
Justice applying statutes having conflicting criteria, it 
is small wonder that the ensuing clashes have be- 
fuddled the public and aroused the banking industry. 
The banking committees of both houses are to be 
commended for their current efforts to resolve the 
statutory conflict. 

In my view, the considerations which led the Con- 
gress in 1960 to enact the Bank Meiger Act, with its 
recognition of the need for merger criteria specifically 
designed to fit the unique industry of banking, are still 
compelling today. Those considerations make it pre- 
eminently clear that the traditional criteria of the 
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antitrust statutes developed in connection with merg- 
ere in the unregulated industries cannot be fittingly 
applied to bank mergers. In the unregulated indus- 
tries mergers may be freely undertaken, subject only 
to prosecution under the antitrust laws- In banking, 
however, mergers require the prior administrative ap- 
proval of a regulatory authority, and the regulatory 
agencies in reaching their decisions apply a variety of 
statutory criteria relating to the banking and public 
consequences of proposed mergers. 

The desire to merge is critically affected by the 
power to branch. Merger applications rarely appear 
in no-branch States because a merger under those 
conditions usually requires the closing of one of the 
merged banks. Thus, two tools of structure control 
are effectively lost where branching is prohibited, and 
needed bank expansion must take place almost entirely 
through new charters. 

The public benefits which may be derived from 
mergers stem basically from the economies of large- 
scale enterprise, and the greater variety of services 
which larger firms may ofl’er to consumers. These 
benefits will arise where increases in the scale of opera- 
tions yield savings in costs, or where a broadening in 
the lines of production or tiie extension of operations 
to new markets permit greater dispersion of risks and 
thus allow the undertaking of ventures unsuitable for 
smaller firms. A larger and more broadly based bank 
may also be able to offer specialized services which are 
not profitable for smaller institutions, and should be 
able to move capital more (efficiently from surplus to 
deficit areas. Moreover, tiie legal lending limits of 
banks require the presence of larger institutions to 
meet the needs of larger businesses most proficiently. 

In our public policy for the unregulated industries, 
we have generally distinguished between the growth 
of firms through internal expansion and their growth 
through merger. Growth through merger has been 
viewed with greater public concern because it entails 
the elimination of competitors and, for this reason, 
mei^er limitations have been imposed through the 
antitrust laws. The direct administrative controls 
applied to bank mergers are also based in part upon 
the competitive effects of such mergers, but, as we 
shall see, tlie banking authorities apply a variety of 
other public interest criteria in deciding bank merger 
cases. These criteria are specifically related to the 
fact that the banking structure is under direct public 
control. 

There is some probability that growth through 
merger may have a more adverse effect on the liveli- 
ness of competition than growth through internal ex- 
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pansion. However, there are counteivailing consider- 
ations. A merger may enable a firm to acquire plant, 
personnel, and market-access not otherwise readily 
attainable, or attainable only at greater cost. More 
fundamentally, even though the intensity of compe- 
tition may be adversely affected by growth through 
merger, merger may nevertheless produce benefits of 
larger-scale production which are in some degree 
passed on to consumers in the form of improved service 
or lower prices. The task of public policy is to allow 
those increases in the size of firms that are, on the 
whole, beneficial to consumers, while restricting those 
that are, on balance, harmful. 

There are two reasons why merger may often be the 
preferred course of expansion in banking, even though 
in comparable circumstances reliance on internal 
growth may be more appropriate for the unregulated 
industries. 

First, the banking authorities have a positive re- 
sponsibility to see that the public convenience and need 
for banking services and facilities are met. In carry- 
ing out this responsibility, they do not have the author- 
ity to require the provision of service such as is found 
in the fully regulated industries like the “public utili- 
ties”; their choices are limited to the private proposals 
for bank expansion presented for their approval. If 
they find that a proposed merger will yield public 
benefits and they see no superior means for achieving 
these benefits either at hand or in clear prospect, they 
have a strong posith^e reason for approving the merger. 
In the unregulated industries, there is no public re- 
sponsibility to fashion industry expansion according 
to the public need; reliance is placed on private initia- 
tive and no public authority faces the problem of 
choosing the form or method of industry growth. 

Second, in choo.sing the best means to serve the 
public convenience and need for banking services, the 
banking authorities must appraise the alternatives in 
terms of the effects on the solvency and liquidity of 
competing banks. Bank merger proposals are gen- 
erally designed to provide new sen-ices to a community, 
to provide services at lower cost, or to enter new 
markets. The alternative means of achieving these 
purposes are new charters and de novo branching. 
If the existing banks in a market are poorly managed, 
financially weak, or unprogressive, such added com- 
petition may threaten their solvency or liquidity and 
merger may constitute the only effective means of 
bringing improved service to a community without 
posing a threat to bank viability. 

In the unregulated industries, there is no public 
concern to safeguard individual firms against failure. 


Indeed, in these industries freedom to compete and 
to eliminate less efficient rivals is essential to the reli- 
ance placed on private initiative to serve consumer de- 
mands. It is therefore appropriate in the freely com- 
petitive industries to impose more severe restrictions 
on growth through merger than are applied to banking. 

Bank mergers have sometimes been opposed on the 
ground that, although they may improve service for 
some classes of consumers, they may do so at the ex- 
pense of others. Some classes of consumers, however, 
have needs which only larger banks can serve efficient- 
ly. If other classes of consumers are disadvantaged 
by a merger, a new opportunity is presented to com- 
peting banks and the banking authorities may respond 
by authorizing new charters or new branches. In this 
way, the needs of all classes of bank customers may be 
served most efficiently and most effectively. 

The Bank Merger Act of 1960 provided for direct 
administrative control of bank mergers by the banking 
authorities, and established broad public interest stand- 
ards to guide the administration of these controls. In 
addition to the “effect of the transaction on competition 
(including any tendency toward monopoly),” the 
banking agencies are required to consider the financial 
history and condition of each of the banks involved, 
the adequacy of their capital structures, their future 
earnings prospects, the general character of their man- 
agement and, most significantly, “the convenience and 
needs of the community to be served.” Mergers are 
to be approved only where, after considering all of these 
factors, the transaction is found to be “in the public 
interest.” Since the passage of the Bank Merger Act, 
however, two Supreme Court decisions have subjected 
bank mergers to the antitrust laws. This has given 
rise to ambiguities of policy and conflicts of purpose. 

The problems are both philosophic and procedural. 
There is no serious dispute about the desirability of 
applying antitrust principles to the unregulated indus- 
tries. Since in those industries primary reliance is 
placed on individual initiative and private enterprise 
to meet consumer demands, there are justifiable rea- 
sons for presenting freedom of entry and restricting the 
acquisition of market power in order to enable the 
competitive forces to function. In banking, however, 
entry and expansion are under direct public control. 
The competitive forces are purposefully restricted in 
order to safeguard the viability of the banking system, 
and an effort to apply conventional antitrust principles 
in these circumstances is almost certain to conflict with 
bank regulatory objectives. 

This is well demonstrated by the difficulties that have 
been encountered under the Bank Merger Act since the 
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Philadelphia and Lexington decisions brought bank 
mergers under the antitrust laws. Although the bank- 
ing agencies must continue to reach their decisions ac- 
cording to the broader public interest standards set 
forth in the Bank Merger Act, their decisions are now 
subject to attack in the courts under the narrower 
standards of the antitrust laws. 

This impasse can be clearly resolved only by exempt- 
ing bank mergers from the antitrust laws completely 
as has been done in other regulated industries, or by 
subjecting such mergers to the full application of those 
laws. If this latter course is chosen, the Bank Merger 
Act should be repealed. There would seem to be no 
valid reason for subjecting banks to more onerous pre- 
merger requirements than apply in the unregulated 
industries if bank mergers are to be subject to attack 
under the antitrust laws. More fundamentally, if it 
is to be public policy to apply conventional antitrust 
concepts to banking, it logically follows that bank entry 
and bank branching should also be free of direct public 
control. The least satisfactory course is the present 
one of entrusting regulatory powers to the banking 
agencies and judging the exercise of those powers on 
the assumption that the competitive forces are to be 
fully preserved and fully operative. It should be ob- 
served. however, that a decision to move toward free 
bank entry and expansion raises questions which go 
beyond the problems of banking structure. It is highly 
doubtful that bank operating practices could be effec- 
tively supervised, and the viability of the banking sys- 
tem sustained, without some form of public control over 
the banking structure. 

There is one intermediate course through which a 
reconciliation might be achieved between the Bank 
Merger Act and the antitrust laws with or without a 
statutory change. The courts, in antitrust cases in- 
volving bank mergers, could take cognizance of the fact 
that banking competition is restricted through public 
regulation, and that bank mergers receive prior admin- 
istrative approval from a public authority according to 
broad public interest standards which transcend purely 
competitive considerations. A statutory provision em- 
bodying these standards would produce greater con- 
sistency between the Sherman and Clayton Acts and 
the Bank Merger Act of 1960 in bank merger cases. 
In fact, this new direction to the courts could be made 
applicable to the pending cases in which bank mergers 
are being challenged. 

This approach would not be as clear cut as the other 
alternatives we have presented, and would undoubtedly 
leave large areas of uncertainty for long periods. 
Nevertheless, if in bank merger cases the courts con- 
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sidered the unique competitive conditions which pre- 
vail in the regulated industry of banking, there would 
be a greater likelihood that the antitrust criteria de- 
veloped principally with the unregulated industries in 
mind could be adapted to banldng without impairing 
the effectiveness of bank regulation. 

An effort to test this approach for accommodating 
these two basic strands of our public policy was recently 
undertaken by the Comptroller of the Currency as an 
intervening defendant in an antitrust action relating 
to the merger of the Mercantile Trust Co. N.A. and 
the Security Trust Co., both of St. Louis. (A copy 
of the pleadings filed in the St. Louis case is enclosed.) 

There is one administrative procedure under the 
Bank Merger Act which should be modified if that act 
is to remain in force. At present, the banking agencies 
not directly involved in a merger decision are required 
to submit advisory opinions on the “competitive fac- 
tor” to the responsible agency. Since this factor com- 
prises only one of the seven considerations required 
to be taken into account, the advisory opinions do not 
represent a judgment on the desirability of a merger. 
Nevertheless, differences between the advisory opinions 
and the decisions on mergers have often been falsely 
cited as evidence of differences in merger policy among 
the banking agencies. Moreover, 5 years of experience 
under the Bank Merger Act have demonstrated that 
the advisoiy opinions of the banking agencies not faced 
with the responsibility of decision are ordinarily routine 
and rarely present facts or ideas unknown to the re- 
sponsible agency. There seems to be no proper rea- 
son for continuing this procedure. 

Retention of the Department of Justice advisory 
opinions raises other considerations, however. Under 
the terms of the Bank Merger Act, the Department of 
Justice receives copies of the comprehensive merger 
applications filed by the banks. These applications 
are replete with detailed economic data, often of a con- 
fidential nature. They yield data tantamount to that 
which Justice, in a merger case in an unregulated in- 
dustry, would attempt to secure by investigation and 
pretrial discovery. This procedure has the incon- 
gruous effect (especially in view of congressional failure 
to approve general premerger notification legislation 
sought by the Antitrust Division) of making it easier 
for the Department of Justice to attack a Government- 
approved merger in the bank industry than any other 
meiger, either in a regulated or an unregulated 
industry. 

The merger application form not only compels dis- 
closure of material facts in sufficient detail to enable 
Justice to institute a suit without further investigation, 
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but also compeis the banks to admit to coiudusioiis 
of law ^vilich, on trial of a case, forecloses them from 
raising their best defense. The critical issues in every 
tmtitrust case hied against a hank is the definition of 
the rele\'ant market and the line of commerce. It is 
obvio-.is that the broader the relevant market and the 
more cU\'crse the lines of commerce in any given merger 
situation, the less significant will be the anticompetitive 
impact of that merger. Since these are tlie critical 
i.ssucs to ho determined bo a co’urt in an antitrust suit, 
it is not onlv unfair Uj the banks applying for a merger 
but ii also srii3.cks of a. denial of due process to compel 
then: to admit to a dehnition of a relevant market — 
the i’Cographic territoiy from which 75 percent of 
IPG ck:pusits arc derived — which does not accord witli 
the econennii realities of their op..eration5. Ti:e Phila- 
delphia and Lexingtov ca.scs, -.vith their reliance on 
State Inaiich banking laws and the factor of conven- 
ience for small depositors, did nothing to cla.dfy the 
meaning of a iclevani; market in banking. 

Cased on what we have said heretofore, it is obvious 
that, in our vie',v, S. 1698 ss less than ideal. None- 
thcics:, \ve S(jpport the bill because it is a step in the 
right direction, pro\-iding a constructive, albeit tem- 
porar)-, solution to the chaotic problems of the bank 
merger. '\\'c therefore strcrtgly recomincnd that this 
subcommittee favorably consider S. 1698. 

If, however, it should be the judgment of the Com- 
mittee that the exemptions and protections provided 
in S. 1698 should not be adopted, we would vigorously 
urge the Comm.ittee to amend the appropriate statutes 
to requiie the courts to consider all of the criteria set 
forth in the Bank Merger Act in judging the legality 
of a bank merger. Such a statutory provision recjuir- 
ing the coiiris to consider ail of these criteria would, 
in our opinion, clearly tend to produce more consist- 
ency bccwcHm the Sherman and Clayton Acts on the 
one hand, and the Ikank Merger Act of 1.960 on the 
other hand, in those ca.ses where the antitrust division 
challenged or challcages in the courts the judgment 
of the cognir.ant regulator> agency in appioving a 
merger. Su-ch a new direction to the courts, as here 
recomnicnded, could and should be made applicable 
to l:)ank merger cases nosv pending in the courts, as 
w'cll as to any others that ma;. he litigated in the future. 
Indeed, such a statutory^ dhcction would do much 
to eliminate the chaos, controversy and confusion 
that now exists between the bank regulatory agencies 
on the one hand and the Deoartment of Justice on the 
other, becau.se the courts arc not now required to con- 
sider the criteria as set forth by the Congress of the 
United States in the Bank Merger Act of 1960. Un- 


less tliis is done, we have little hope of any reasonable 
clarification and guidance in administering the Bank 
Merger Act. 

United States District Court, Eastern District 
of Missouri 

Civil Action No. 650-241(1) 

United States of America, plaintiff, v. 
Mercantile Trust Company, National Associa- 
tion AND Security Trust Company, defendants 

Filed: July?, 1965 

MOTION OF COMPTROLLF.R OF THE CURRENCY JAMES J. 
SAXON TO INTERVENE AS A DEFENDANT PURSUANT TO 
RULE 2 4, FEDER.VL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 

The Comptroller of the Currency, James J. Saxon, 
pursuant to rule 24, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 
hercl>y moves this Court for leave to intervene as a 
defendant in this action, and to file the proposed answer 
attached hereto and made a part hereof, on the follow- 
ing grounds: 

1. The alleged representation by plaintiff, United 
States of .America, of the interest of the Comptroller of 
the Currency Jame.s J. Saxon is or may be inadequate 
and the .said Comptroller of the Currency James J. 
Saxon will or may be bound by a judgment in this 
action, pursuant to rule 24(a)(2), Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure. 

2. Defendants, as part of their defense, rely on ap- 
proval of the merger in issue by the Comptroller of the 
Cui rcncy James J. Saxon on August 4, 1964, pursuant 
to rule 24(b)(2), Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 

Grounds (1) and (2) as set forth above are further 
established in the Points and Authorities in Support of 
Motion attached hereto and made a part hereof. 

July 8,1965 

By James J. Saxon, Comptroller of the Currency. 

United States District Court 
Eastern District of Missouri 
Civil Action No. 65C-24 1(1) 

United States of America, pl.mntiff 

V. 

Mercantile Trust Company, National Associa- 
tion AND Security- Trust Company, defendants 
Filed: July 5 , 1965 

STATEMENT OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT 
OF MOTION BY COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 
JAMES J. S.AXON TO INTERVENE AS DEFENDANT. 

Introduction 

The subject cause is instituted by the Department 
of Justice, in the name of the United States, to prevent 
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the merger of the defendant banks, which merger was 
approved by the United States acting through its 
Comptroller of the Currency James J. Saxon. The 
gravamen of the subject cause is that the proposed 
merger of defendant banks, approved by the United 
States through the Comptroller of the Currency, will 
be illegal under section 1 of the Sherman Act (15 
U.S.C. 1) and section 7 of the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 
18). 

The proposed merger of the defendant banks was 
approved by the Comptroller of the Currency James 
J. Saxon in a written statement dated June 24, 1965, 
after consideration by said Comptroller of the several 
statutory criteria required to be taken into account and 
pursuant to the authority vested in said Comptroller 
by the National Banking Act (12 U.S.C. 215a) and 
the Bank Merger Act of 1960 (12 U.S.C. 1828(c)). 
The action and authority of Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency James J. Saxon in approving the merger, 
pursuant to the statutory authority vested in said 
Comptroller to approved mergers of national banking 
associations, will be nullified if the judgment demanded 
by the plaintiff is granted. 

Intervention of Right 

Rule 24(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce- 
dure provides, in part, as follows: 

(a) Upon timely application anyone shall be permitted to 
intervene in an action: * * ♦ (2) when the representation 
of the applicant’s interest by existing parties is or may be 
inadequate and the applicant is or may be bound by a judg- 
ment in the action. * * *. 

If the plaintiff is successful in the subject cause, the 
action and authority of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency James J. Saxon in approving the merger in 
question, pursuant to the statutory authority vested in 
the Comptroller by the National Banking Act (12 
U.S.C. 215a), and the Bank Merger Act of 1960 (12 
U.S.C. 1828(c)), will be nullified. Because of the 
responsibilities imposed upon the Comptroller of the 
Currency by the National Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1, et 
seq.) and related statutes in a merger approved by 
him is a continuing one and not an interest that ceases 
upon approval of the merger. The factors which the 
Comptroller is required to consider when passing upon 
a merger application are couched in language which 
contemplates the future welfare and operation of the 
bank resulting from the merger. For example, by the 
statute the Comptroller is required to consider, among 
other factors, the bank’s “future earnings prospects” 
and “the general character of its management.” (See 
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12 U.S.C. 1828(c).) After the merger is approved, 
the Comptroller’s interest continues undiminished. 
Resulting national bank is subject to the supervision 
of the Comptroller of the Currency. Any action 
against such national bank, particularly this lawsuit 
which is predicated upon action of the Comptroller, 
a result of which may adversely affect the welfare of 
the participant national bank and the resulting na- 
tional bank, affects the interest of the Comptroller of 
the Currency. 

Moreover, in desiring to have sustained the merger 
approved by him, the interest of the Comptroller of 
the Currency therein transcends his interest in pro- 
tecting the welfare of the national bank resulting from 
the merger. Among the several statutory factors re- 
quired to be taken into account by the Comptroller in 
passing upon a proposed merger, the Comptroller must 
determine that it will serve the convenience and needs 
of the community. Having determined that, among 
other things, a proposed merger will benefit the public 
interest, the Comptroller has an interest on behalf of 
the public, and indeed a duty to the public, to encour- 
age completion of the merger and to bend his efforts 
to remove obstacles thereto. 

The interest of the Comptroller of the Currency 
James J. Saxon in protecting the public interest of 
the United States, as entrusted to him by the Bank 
Merger Act of 1960, and involved in the subject 
cause, cannot be adequately represented by any other 
existing party. 

The plaintiff cannot adequately represent the Comp- 
troller’s interest because the gravamen of its complaint 
is to prevent a merger which the Comptroller, after 
due consideration, has apj)roved. The interest of the 
plaintiff in this case is not that of the United States, 
but only the interest of the United Sates as viewed by 
one agency thereof, namely the Department of Justice, 
particularly the Antitrust Division thereof. The 
Comptroller of the Currency, another agency of the 
United States is also charged with representing the 
public interest of the United States, and the Comp- 
troller has a different position as to where lies the 
public interest of the United States with respect to the 
subject case. The Comptroller of the Currency is 
equally entitled to represent the interest of the United 
States which, by statute, is entrusted to him. Because 
of the contradictory positions taken by the plaintiff 
under antitrust laws and the Comptroller under the 
banking laws, it is impossible for the plaintiff to repre- 
sent the interest of the Comptroller of the Currency 
in this case. 
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The interest of Comptroller of the Currency James 
J. Saxon in the subject case cannot be adequately rep- 
resented by defendant banks. Although defendant 
banks are ably represented by capable counsel, such 
counsel does not possess the expertise of the Comp- 
troller and his staff concerning the subtleties of a bank 
merger application. Years of experience with mergers 
involving national and other banks of all sizes have 
afforded the Comptroller a sphere of knowledge with 
respect to bank mergers much greater than any other 
nonbanking governmental officer or private citizen. 
It is further pointed out that under 12 U.S.C. 215a 
and 1828(c), that Comptroller of the Currency James 
J. Saxon took into account several factors, including 
the competitive effects, in deciding to approve the 
merger of defendant banks. The relative weight ac- 
corded to each such factor was within the judgment of 
Comptroller of the Currency James J. Saxon. The 
defendant banks were not privy to the deliberations of 
the Comptroller of the Currency and, therefore, they 
arc not in a position to know the relative importance 
attached to the various factors taken into account by 
him. Consequently, the defendant banks are not in a 
position to represent Comptroller of the Currency 
James J. Saxon in the subject action. 

Permissive Intervention 

Rule 24(b)(2), providing of permissive interven- 
tion, provides, in part, as follows : 

When a party to an action relies for grounds of claim or 
defense upon any statute or executive order administered by 
a Federal or State governmental officer or agency or upon 
any regulation, order requirement, or agreement issued or 
made pursuant to the statute or executive order, the officer 
or agency upon timely application may be permitted to inter- 
vene in the action. 

The Comptroller of the Currency also has a right to 
intervene in this cause under rule 24(b) of the Fed- 
eral Civil Procedure. The Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency is vested with exclusive authority under 12 
U.S.C. 215a to approve or deny the merger of two or 
more banks where the resulting bank is a national 
association. His authority is augmented by the Bank 
Merger Act of 1960 (12 U.S.C. 1828(c) ), which in- 
structs him to consider seven factors, including the 
competitive impact of the merger, in determining 
whether or not the merger will promote the public’s 
interest. Since the defendant banks in this suit rely 
upon the validity of the Comptroller’s order approving 
this merger as a defense to the claims of the plaintiff, 
it is proper that the Comptroller be permitted to 
intervene. 


The Comptroller’s approval is at the very basis of 
the action, in fact, such approval is a proximate cause 
of such action. It is difficult to conceive how the 
Comptroller’s approval would not be considered to be 
an essential ground in testing the legality of the merger. 

The resolution of the issues here presented requires 
the court to consider the spirit of rule I, Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure, which provides that rule 24 “shall 
be construed to secure the just * * * determination” 
of this action. 

In United States v. El Paso Natural Gas Company 
et ah, 376 U.S. 651, (1964), Mr. Justice Harlan, in 
his opinion, concurring in part and dissenting in part, 
said: 

This case affords another example of the unsatisfactoriness 
of the existing bifurcated system of antitrust and other regu- 
lation in various fields. In this case, the Federal Power 
Commission had indicated its approval of this merger as 
being in the public interest. The Department of Justice, 
however, considered the merger to be violative of the anti- 
trust laws and, for that reason alone, against the public 
interest. This Court, under the present scheme of things 
has no choice on this record but to sustain the position 
of the Department of Justice, as indeed it has felt con- 
strained to do, albeit in my view with less justification, in 
other recent cases involving dual regulation. Cf. United 
States v. Philadelphia National Bank, 374 U.S. 321; United 
States v. First National Bank and Trust Co., decided today, 

* ■• *, and my dissenting opinions in those cases. It 
would be unrealistic not to recognize that this state of 
affairs has the effect of placing the Department of Justice 
in the driver’s seat even though Congress has lodged primary 
regulatory authority elsewhere. 

It does seem to me that the time has come when this 
duplicative and, I venture to say, anachronistic system of dual 
regulation should be reexamined. 

This Court has not had the benefit of an amicus 
brief from the Federal Power Commission. 

Similar thinking motivated Chief Justice Chase in 
The Steamer Grey Jacket v. United States, 5 Wall. 
370, 72 U.S. 370, to permit counsel for the Treasury 
Department to present his argument because “the 
Court is desirous of all the light that can be derived 
from the fullest discussion.” 

The Court in Fahey v. O’Melveny & Myers, 200 F. 
2d 420 (9th Cir. 1952) , cert. den. 345 U.S. 952 (1953), 
had an analogous problem before it when it was called 
upon to decide whether or not the presence of the 
Home Loan Bank Board and its members were indis- 
pensable to the lawsuit. The Court speaking through 
Judge Bone, at pages 452^53, stated: 

* * * the presence of the Home Loan Bank Board and its 
members is required in this action. The relief requested 
requires the redivision of the present Eleventh District into 
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two districts for there can be one and only one bank to a dis- 
trict. It requires the reactivation of the Los Angeles Bank 

* * * None of these requirements or any other essentials to 
the granting of the relief prayed for in the Los Angeles Action 
is possible without action by the Board since under section 12 
of the act, no bank may exercise any functions vested in it by 
the act except “subject to the approval of the board.” To us 
it is obvious that the decree of the court which was capable of 
granting the relief which the appellees and Los Angeles seek 
would ncessarily have to require the Board *Ho take action 

* * * by exercising * * * a power lodged in it.” Williams 
V. Fanning, supra, 332 U.S. at page 493 * * *; Daggs v. 
Klein, supra. Certainly no mere subordinate bank which 
was itself subject to the jurisdiction of the Board has the 
power or authority which must be exercised to effectuate such 
a decree. [Emphasis supplied.] 

Plaintiff’s counsel argued in the case of United States 
of America v. Third National Bank in Nashville and 
Nashville Bank and Trust Company (D.C.M.D.,Tenn. 
(National Division), Civil Action No. 3849) and in 
the case of United States v. Crocker-Anglo National 
Bank et al. (N.D. Southern Division, Civil Action No. 
41808) that because the actions were brought in the 
name of the United States, he as counsel for the United 
States necessarily represented the Comptroller of the 
Currency who is an officer of the United States. Such 
argument, however, ignores the fact that the position 
of the United States is not in every case an indivisible 
one, but that different officers of the United States may 
have divergent interests in the same case. E.g., Jack^ 
soUj Receiver v. United States, 20 Ct. Cl. 298 ( 1885) . 

The Supreme Court, in Securities and Exchange 
Commission v. United States Realty and Improvement 
Co., 310 U.S, 434 ( 1940) , was faced with an analogous 
situation. In holding that an order allowing the per- 
missive intervention of the SEC in a chapter XI bank- 
ruptcy proceeding was not an abuse of the district 
court’s discretion, the Court stated at page 460: 

* * * we think it plain that the Commission has a suffi- 
cient interest in the maintenance of its statutory authority and 
the performance of its public duties to entitle it through in- 
tervention to prevent reorganizations, which should rightly be 
subjected to its scrutiny, from proceeding without it. 

Executive Order No. 6166 

Executive Order No. 6166 of June 10, 1933, upon 
which plaintiff relied in the Third National Bank in 
Nashville and Crocker-Anglo cases and is expected to 
rely herein, provides in salient part in section 5 thereof 
as follows : 

The functions of prosecuting in the courts of the United 
States claims and demands by, and offenses against, the 


Government of the United States and of defending claims 
and demands against the Government, and of supervising the 
work of United States attorneys, marshals, and clerks in con- 
nection therewith, now exercised by any agency or officer, 
are transferred to the Department of Justice. 

As to any case referred to the Department of Justice for 
prosecution or defense in the courts, the function of decision 
whether and in what manner to prosecute, or to defend, or 
to compromise, or to appeal, or to abandon prosecution or 
defense, now exercised by any agency or officer, is transferred 
to the Department of Justice. 

For the exercise of such of his functions as are not trans- 
ferred to the Department of Justice by the foregoing two 
paragraphs, the Solicitor of the Treasury is transferred from 
the Department of Justice to the Treasury Department. 

Nothing in this section shall be construed to affect the 
function of any agency or officer with respect to cases at any 
stage prior to reference to the Department of Justice for 
prosecution or defense. 

This order encompasses two classes of cases: (1) 
Claims and demands by., and offenses against, the 
Government of the United States, including defense 
of claims and demands against the Government, and 
(2) cases referred to the Department of Justice by other 
Federal Agencies for prosecution or defense in the 
courts. 

It is not questioned that the Department of Justice, 
through its antitrust division, may institute suits in the 
courts of the United States, in the name of the United 
States, for alleged violation of the Federal antitrust 
laws. It is questioned, however, whether the Depart- 
ment of Justice, has the authority under this executive 
order to represent the Comptroller of the Currency in 
cases where the Departmemt is, in effect, attacking a 
decision of the Comptroller of the Currency approving 
the merger of two banks under the charter of a national 
association by virtue of the autliority vested in him by 
Congress in the National Banking Act (12 U.S.C. 
215a) and the Bank Merger Act of 1960 (12 U.S.C. 
1828(c)). 

The fourth paragraph of section 5 of the executive 
order makes it clear that the Department of Justice is 
not to interfere with or affect the functions of any 
agency prior to referral of the case to the Department. 
This bank merger has never been referred to the De- 
partment of Justice by the Comptroller of the Currency. 
The Department’s only function, under the Bank 
Merger Act, is to render an advisory report on the com- 
petitive effects of any merger proposal. Yet the De- 
partment, by claiming to represent the Comptroller 
under this executive order, and opposing the Comp- 
troller’s right to defend his decision on all the salient 
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factors, c’or^ipetitivc and bankinr:^ alike^ as a party de- 
fendant. -wlnle, in substance, asserting the illegality of 
the Comptroller's act. is in eftect intruding itself into 
the sub.stantive operations ?vnd functions of the Comp- 
troller’s Olhcc entrusted to Kim by Congress. 

Representation of Comptroller by 
Coviiscl of his Choice 

Plaintiff’s counsel may represent to the court tliat 
the Comptroller of the Currency had no legal right 
to employ counsel other than the Department of Jus- 
tice to represent him in the subject case. 

Upon authority of 5 U.S.C. 49 which reads: 

Employment of attorney.s or counsel. No head of a de- 
partment shall employ attorneys or counsel at the expense of 
the United States; but when in need of counsel or advice shall 
call upon the Department of Justice, the officers of which 
shall attend to the same. [Italics supplied.] 

The key words in the above subject are “at the expense 
of tlie United States,” 

It is submitted tiiat the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency James J. Saxon, is not subject to the prohibition 
of the above-quoted statute by reason of the provisions 
of 12 U.S.C. 481 which provides in salient part as 
follows: 

* * * the employment and compensation of examiners, chief 
examiners, reviewing examiners, assistant examiners, and the 
other employees of the Office of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency whose compensation is and shall be paid from assess- 
ments on banks or affiliates thereof shall be without regard to 
the provisions of other laws applicable to officers or employees 
of the United States. The funds derived from such assess- 
ments * * * shall not be construed to bo Government funds 
or appropriated monies; * ♦ * 

Since the funds derived from assessments on banks 
are not to be construed as Government funds or as ap- 
propriated monies, their expenditure for tlie employ- 
ment of counsel cannot be said to be at the expense 
of the United States. 

For tliis reason the representation of the Comptrol- 
ler of the Currency by legal counsel of his own choice 
in the event that the motion to inten^ene is granted 
is not prohibited by 5 U.S.C. 49. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, tlie motion of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency should be granted. 

James J. Saxon, 
Comptroller of the Currency. 


United States District Court, Eastern District of 
Missouri, Eastern Division 

Civil Action No. 65C-241(1) 

United States of America, plaintiff 

V. 

Mercantile Trust Company 
National Association and 
Security Trust Company, defendants 
and 

Comptroller of the Currency 
James J. Saxon, intervening defendant 

MEMORANDUM OF INTERVENOR IN OPPOSITION TO 
plaintiff’ MOTION FOR A PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 

1. Introduction 

On April 30, 1965, Security Trust Co., St. Louis, 
Mo., and Mercantile Trust Co. National Association, 
St. Louis, Mo., applied to the Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency for permission to merge under the 
charter and title of the latter bank pursuant to the 
agreement entered into by both banks on April 29, 
1965. In a decision dated June 24, 1965, attached 
hereto and made a part hereof as appendix A, the 
Comptroller of the Currency found the merger to be 
in the public interest and approved it to be effective 
on or about June 30, 1965. (The Bank Merger Act of 
1960 (12 U.S.C. 1828(c)) and the National Banking 
Act (12U.S.C.215a).) 

On July 6, 1965, plaintiff filed suit in this court 
under section 7 of the Clayton Act and section 1 of the 
Sherman Act seeking to enjoin the merger and, in the 
alternative, to require the resulting ban!: to divest itself 
of the Security Trust Co. Pending the trial in this 
action, plaintiff* moved for a preliminary injunction 
preventing the merger. On July 9, 1965, the Comp- 
troller of the Currency filed a motion for leave to inter- 
vene in tlie subject action as a party defendant. The 
motion was granted the same day. 

The Comptroller of the Currency, as intervening 
defendant, herein addresses himself to the two prin- 
cipal questions raised by plaintiff’s motion for prelim- 
inary injunction, viz, (1) what standards should the 
court apply in considering plaintifiTs request for this 
extraordinary relief and (2) how do those standards 
apply to the case at bar. 

11. Plaintiff’s Burden 

In order for plaintiff to prevail in its motion for a 
preliminary injunction, it must demonstrate to the 
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satisfaction of the court (1) that plaintiff will suffer 
immediate and irreparable injury if its motion is not 
granted; (2) that plaintiff will suffer a greater hard- 
ship if its motion is not granted than defendants will 
suffer if the motion is granted; and (3) that there is 
a reasonable probability that plaintiff will prevail upon 
the trial of the action. 

A. Immediate and Irreparable Injury 

The first element which must be established by the 
plaintiff to support its demand for a preliminary in- 
junction is that it has an interest which will be irrep- 
arably injured unless such injunction is granted im- 
mediately. United States v. E. I. DuPont de Nemours 
& Co., 167 F. Supp. 957 (N.D. 111., 1958). Irrepara- 
ble injury is injury which, once inflicted, cannot be 
adequately remedied. United States v. Von^s Grocery 
Co., 1960 Trade Cases 69,698 (S.D. Cal., 1960). 
The danger of irreparable injury must be immediate; 
it must be real, not fancied; actual, not prospective; 
and threatened, not imagined. Fein v. Security Bank- 
notes Co., 157 F. Supp. 146 (S.D.N.Y., 1957). Also, 
irreparable injury must be clearly shown by speciBc 
facts. United States v. Continental Can Co., 1956 
Trade Cases ^68,479 (S.D.N.Y. 1956). 

Plaintiff, as an agency of the United States, pre- 
sumably will contend that its interest, which will be 
irreparably harmed if a preliminary injunction is not 
granted, is the public interest. The defendant Comp- 
troller of the Currency, however, is also an agency of 
the United States charged with the protection of the 
public interest. In approving the proposed merger of 
the defendant banks, the Comptroller of the Currency, 
pursuant to his statutory obligation, determined that 
the public interest would be benebted, rather than 
injured. 

The only ground asserted by plaintiff to sustain its 
claim that the public interest will suffer irreparable 
harm if its motion for a preliminary injunction is 
denied, is set forth on page 4 of the plaintiff’s affidavit 
in support of such motion. Plaintiff there states: 

* * * it is believed very important that pending final de- 
termination of the merits of the complaint, the present status 
of Mercantile Trust and Security Trust be maintained, in 
order to avoid complex problems of divestiture * * * [Em- 
phasis supplied.] 

This contention alone, however, is not sufficient to 
establish that plaintiff will suffer irreparable damage if 
the merger of defendant banks is consummated, since, 
if ultimately successful, plaintiff’s relief may be ac- 
complished by a decree of divestiture. United States 
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v. Continental Can Co., supra. Thus, in United 
States v. Third Nashville Bank In Nashville, 1964 
Trade Cases 71,209 (M.D. Tenn., 1964), Chief 
Judge Miller denied plaintifTs motion for a prelim- 
inary injunction, stating as follows : 

If Government success in the litigation should be the eventual 
outcome, it would be necessarj'^ to order a divestiture. This 
device, much discussed at the hearing, is concededly fraught 
with many problems and difficulties. Nevertheless, it is un- 
common as a remedial procedure in antitrust litigation, and 
the Court is not prepared to say that a divestiture, if it should 
become necessary in this case, could not be successfully ef- 
fected. The defendants are aware of the risks involved. 
They know that the final result in this case cannot be pre- 
dicted with absolute certainty. They have indicated their 
willingness to assume the risks, aware that they may in the 
end have to undo what they have done. Such a willingness 
strengthens the belief that a substantial restoration of the 
status quo could be fairly brought about by divestiture if the 
merger should finally receive judicial condemnation. 

In accord is United States v. Crocker-Anglo National 
Bank, 1963 Trade Cases ^70,934 (N.D. Cal., 1963) 
where the Court said : 

* * * should the Government make a case on final hear- 
ing, we would be confronted with a problem of divestiture. 
We appreciate the difficulties presented in such a case. But 
those alone do not warrant a preliminary injunction. [Em- 
phasis supplied.] 

To the same effect see United States v. Continental Il- 
linois Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago (N.D. 111., Civil 
Action No. 61-C-1441 ) . 

In addition, it is apparent plaintiff also believes 
that divestiture is an adequate remedy since it is con- 
tinuing to prosecute the three cases last cited and, in 
the case of United States v. First National Bank and 
Trust Company of Lexington, 376 U.S. 665 (1964), 
a plan of divestiture is now being formulated. 

It is therefore submitted that since divestiture is an 
adequate remedy, plaintifl: cannot establish that it 
will suffer immediate and irreparable injury if the 
merger of defendant banks is consummated. 

III. Relative Hardships 

The second element which must be established by 
the plaintiff to support its demand for a preliminary 
injunction is that plaintiff will suffer a greater hard- 
ship if its motion is denied than defendants will suffer 
if the motion is granted. 

The late Judge Hulen of this district stated the rule 
in United States v. Brown Shoe Co., 1956 Trade Cases 
1168,244 (E.D. Mo. 1956) at pp. 71, 116: 

It is our belief the equities should be considered — hardship 
to the defendants, if any, if the writ is granted. In this con- 
nection we should not overlook the status of the parties with 
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a view to effective enforcement of an order of this Court 
should the final judgment be adverse to the defendants. 

4 * « * * 

There is no way to determine how long this case will take 
before the decree becomes final. The merger depends upon 
economic and stock market factors. They are now favorable 
to consummation of the merger. On the day of final judg- 
ment they may be such as to make the merger impossible. 
If there is a final judgment in favor of defendants, and eco- 
nomic and market conditions at that time are such as to make 
the merger impossible, plaintiff would have the victory in 
fact but not on the record. [Emphasis supplied.] 

Judge Hulen’s decision proved correct. While the 
plaintiff lost on the preliminary injunction, it ultimately 
prevailed and obtained divestiture. 

It is submitted that in balancing the equities, the 
hardship to defendant banks in the event the prelimi- 
nar)' injunction is granted far outweighs any alleged 
harm to the plaintiff. The banks will likely abandon 
their merger plans should the preliminary injunction 
issue; the merger will never take place and the de- 
fendant banks will therefore be permanently and 
immediately injured. 

IV. Probability of Ultimate Success 

The third element which must be established by the 
plaintiff to support its demand for a preliminary in- 
junction is that there is a reasonable probability that 
plaintiff will prevail upon the trial of the action United 
States V. Crocker-Anglo National Bankj supra. In 
United States v. Third National Bank In Nashville, 
supra, the Court said: 

It is well settled that in order to obtain a preliminary injunc- 
tion the Government is required to establish a reasonable 
probability that it will ultimately prevail on the merits • • • 

For plaintiff to prevail at trial it must show that it 
is reasonably probable that the effect of the merger 
“may be substantially to lessen competition” * * * 
“in any line of commerce in any section of the coun- 
tiy.” For this to be shown a relevant geographic 
market must first be found within which the competi- 
tive impact of this merger may be measured. Second, 
the effect of the merger upon competition within such 
market must be shown to lessen the same substantially. 
Relevant geographic market 

Plaintiff in paragraph 18 of the complaint alleges 
the relevant geograj^hic market to be “in and around 
the City of St. Louis.” However, in the affidavit in 
support of plaintiff’s motion for preliminary injunction, 
the relevant geographic market is repeatedly described, 
on pages 2-3, as “the City of St. Louis” or “downtown 
St. Louis.” 
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The Supreme Court in United States v. Philadelphia 
National Bank, 374 U.S. 321 (1963) stated with re- 
spect to the relevant geographic area in bank mergers 
that: 

We recognize that the area in which appellees have their 
offices does not delineate with perfect accuracy an appropriate 
“section of the country” * * * But that in banking the 
relevant geographic market is a function of each separate 
customer’s economic scale means simply that a workable 
compromise must be found; some fair intermediate delinea- 
tion which avoids the indefensible extremes of drawing the 
market either so expansively as to make the effect of the 
merger upon competition seem insignificant, because only the 
very largest bank customers are taken Into account in defining 
the market, or so narrowly as to place appellees in different 
markets, because only the smallest customers are considered. 
[Emphasis supplied.] 

It is submitted that “The City of St. Louis” or “down- 
town St. Louis” are not meaningful banking markets 
in this case. Neither of these alleged geographic mar- 
kets is a “workable compromise” as required by the 
Philadelphia case; it is arbitrary, unrealistic, and arti- 
ficial. 

In this case the decision of the Comptroller of the 
Currency, starting at page 8, concluded that the rele- 
vant market area differs for each banking product or 
service. The decision states on pages 10-11: 

The relevant market area for personal checking accounts, 
for example, is typically small although banking by mail has 
been growing in importance in recent years. The relevant 
market for large business loans, in contrast, is national. St. 
Louis banks compete in this latter market with banks in San 
Francisco and New York as well as those in Kansas City and 
Chicago. The market for small and medium-size business 
loans is more difficult to define precisely. Small firms are 
generally confined to a limited geographical area in seeking 
funds, both by the cost of traveling and lenders’ lack of knowl- 
edge of their business. For these loans, the relevant market 
would appear to be the metropolitan area, although allowance 
must be made for banks and other institutions on the fringe 
of the area. 

The advisory opinion of the Department of Justice holds 
that the relevant geographic market area is downtown St. 
Louis. As we have stated the relevant market area varies 
with the product line. The banking product line with the 
smallest geographic area is the small-depositor market. Yet 
it is clear that even for this product line, downtown St. Louis 
can hardly be considered the relevant area. Few people live 
in the immediate downtown area. The thousands who work 
there live elsewhere in the metropolitan area, and have the 
banking alternative of the downtown banks and the suburban 
banks. The individual borrower or depositor has immediate 
access to banks in the neighborhood of his residence or of his 
place of employment. Commuting patterns link together all 
banks in the metropolitan area in one market. Thus, even for 
these customers, the relevant geographic market is the metro- 
politan area. With respect to the lending activities of banks, 
it is even more evident that the metropolitan area will be the 
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smallest relevant market. Business firms, in seeking loans, 
are able to shop among banks in the entire metropolitan area 
without being faced with either high travel costs or a bank’s 
unwillingness to make loans outside of the area with which 
it is familiar. 

The smallest relevant geographic market in this 
case, which is a “workable compromise,” is the Stand- 
ard Metropolitan Statistical Area. This area, the 
SMSA, is alluded to on page 1 of the Comptroller’s 
decision in this case. 

Starting at page 12 of the Comptroller’s decision, 
it is pointed out that within the SMSA are 132 banks; 
that Mercantile Trust before the merger holds 18.7 
percent of the deposits and 20.9 percent of the loans 
in that area; that the merging bank. Security Trust, 
the seventh largest bank in the area, holds only 2.8 
percent of the deposits in this area; that after the 
merger the resulting bank will hold 21.4 percent of 
area deposits and 23.6 percent of area loans. (See 
table 5 attached to the Comptroller’s decision.) 

Apparently plaintiff agrees with these statistics. In 
paragraph 14 of the complaint it is alleged that after 
the merger Mercantile will control “between 2 1 .5 per- 
cent and 23.6 percent of the deposits and between 23.6 
percent and 24.6 percent of the loans held by all banks 
competing in and around the City of St. Louis.” 
Therefore, plaintiff’s phrase “in and around the City 
of St. Louis’* is synonymous with the SMSA. See also, 
paragraph 18 (b) and (c) of the complaint, under 
“Offenses Charged,” where the phrase “in and around 
the City of St. Louis” is also used. 

Effect on competition 

The traditional approach to ascertain the effect of 
the merger upon competition in the relevant geographic 
market is to establish the market shares of the merger 
participants before the mei^er and the anticipated 
market share of the combined participants. 

Without stating what minimum percentage share of 
the market was unlawful, the Philadelphia case, supra, 
found a violation of section 7 of the Clayton Act where 
the resulting bank controlled “at least 30 percent of the 
commercial banking business in the four-county Phila- 
delphia Metropolitan area.” The Lexington case, 
supra, found a violation of section 1 of the Sherman 
Act where the institution resulting from the merger 
accounted for 52.7 percent of the assets in Fayette 
County, 51.95 percent of the deposits, and 54.2 per- 
cent of the loans in the area. 

Based on a comparison of percentage shares between 
the instant case and the Philadelphia and Lexington 
cases, supra, it is clear that there is not a reasonable 
probability that the merger of Mercantile and Security 
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will violate section 7 of the Clayton Act. Since the 
merger is not likely to violate section 7, it is unlikely 
that it violates section 1 of the Sherman Act. This 
latter point was stated in United States v. Crocker- 
Anglo National Bank, supra, at pp. 78, 727: 

Since the merger does not violate the Clayton Act, the pos- 
sibility that it might be held to violate the more stringent 
standards of the Sherman Act seems most unlikely. 

It is submitted, therefore, that even under the tradi- 
tional standards for measuring the effect upon com- 
petition, plaintiff will be unable to fulfill its burden 
of establishing a reasonable probability of success at 
trial. 

The defendant Comptroller, however, submits the 
traditional standard for measuring the effect of a 
merger upon competition in the relevant market, name- 
ly market shares, is inadequate with respect to bank 
mergers for the purpose of ascertaining whether or 
not the effect of the merger may be substantially to 
lessen competition. Although the traditional test of 
market shares may be adequate with respect to mergers 
in unregulated industries w^here such test was devel- 
oped, the regulated banking industry poses different 
problems. In unregulated industries the competitive 
forces are given free sway,. Therefore, unregulated 
industries should be subject to the traditional stand- 
ards of the antitrust laws in order to preserve compe- 
tition. Although competitive forces are at play in the 
banking industry, competition in banking is restricted 
by statutes and regulations. It follows that the con- 
cepts of competition developed through the application 
of the antitrust statutes to the unregulated industries 
are inappropriate when applied to the banking 
industry. 

The Bank Merger Act of 1960 requires the bank 
supervisory agency having primary jurisdiction over 
a bank merger to consider stiven criteria, including the 
competitive impact, in determining whether the merger 
will serve the public interest. The criteria are inter- 
related. The earning prospects of a bank are related 
to the convenience and needs of a community. The 
management factor relates to the competitive initia- 
tive of a bank. Without an aggressive and competent 
management a bank will not be competitive, will not 
serve its community, will not return a proper profit, 
and will not develop a history of successful operation. 
Thus competition in the banking industry is not the 
same as competition in the unregulated industries. 

Defendant Comptroller submits, therefore, that the 
test for assessing the competitive impact of a bank 
merger under the antitrust laws should take cognizance 
of the nature of the banking industry. This may be 
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done, and siiould be done, by the courts’ taking into 
account the banking factors enumerated in the Bank 
Merger Act to determine ir the effect of the merger 
upon competition, if adverse, is sufficiently adverse 
as to constitute a substantial lessening of competition 
under the antitrust laws. 

Nothing in the Philadelphia case, supra, or the Lex- 
ington case, supra, is contrary to this construction of 
the antitrust laws as they ai^ply to bank mergers. In 
both cases, there were not present banking factors of 
significant proportions. Consequently, the competi- 
tive impact of those mergers could not be tempered by 
consideration of these factors. On the other hand, in 
the Nashville case, supra, a significant banking factor 
was present, namely management and personnel prob- 
lems, and the Court considered this factor as mitigat- 
ing the competitive impact to the point v/here it prob- 
ably would not constitute a violation of the antitrust 
laws. Thus, the court said at page 79,827: 

* it is to observed that these reports were based 
primarily upon cold statistics without consideration of other 
factors having, in the Court’s opinion, a direct bearing upon 
Nashville Trust’s posture as a competitive factor in commer- 
ical banking in this area. [Emphasis supplied.] 

In this case, not only the management factor but also 
the convenience and needs of the community must be 
considered in assessing the competitive impact. 

This effort to harmonize the antitrust laws with the 
Bank Merger Act, as they bear on bank mergers, is 
supported by the statement of the Supreme Court in 
the Philadelphia case, supra, that: 

It should be unnecessary to add that in holding as we do 
that the Bank Merger Act of 1960 does not preclude applica- 
tion of § 7 of the Clayton Act to bank mergers, we deprive the 
later statute [i.e., the Bank Merger Act] of none of its in- 
tended force. ♦ If * * * bank mergeres are subject 
to § 7, we do not see how the objectives of the 1960 Act are 
thereby thwarted ♦ ♦ our point U simply that since Con- 

gress passed the 1960 Act with no intention of displacing the 
enforcement of the Sherman Act against bank mergers — or 
even of § 7 against pure stock acquisitions by banks' — con- 
tinued application of § 7 to bank mergers cannot be repug- 
nant to the design of the 1 960 Act. 

To tlic sam.e effect is tlie statement of the Senate 
Committee on Banking and Currency, in S. Kept. 196 
(86th Cong., 1st sess.) 24, with respect to the Bank 
Merger Act that: 

The committee wants to make crystal clear its intention that 
the various banking factors in any particular case may be 
held to outweigh the competitive factors, and that the com- 
petitive factors, however favorable or unfavorable, are not, in 
and of themselves, controlling on the decision. 

In this rase, the management problem present in 
the merging bank and the convenience and needs of 


the St. Louis metropolitan area, considered together 
with the competitive factor compel the conclusion that 
the effect of this merger may not be substantially to 
lessen competition and will not be an unreasonable 
restraint of trade in the St. Louis banking community. 


V. Conclusion 


For the foregoing reasons it is urged that plaintiff’s 
motion for a preliminary injunction be denied. 
Respectfully submitted, 

James J. Saxon, 

Comptroller of the Currency. 
Richard J. Blanchard, 

Deputy Comptroller of the Currency 

for Branches and Mergers. 
Charles H. McEnerney, 

Associate Chief Counsel to the 

Comptroller of the Currency. 
Ernest Ginsberg, 

Associate Chief Counsel to the 

Comptroller of the Currency. 
Charles M. Shea, 

Attorney, Office of Comptroller of 

the Currency. 


July 13, 1965. 


August 27, 1965. 

Hon. William B. Widnall 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

This is in reference to your letter of August 25, 1965, 
in which you requested certain data relating to bank 
merger applications . 

As shown by the first accompanying table, our Office 
has received 507 applications to date under the Bank 
Merger Act. Of these, 471 have been approved, 12 
denied, 14 withdrawn, 1 rescinded, and 9 are currently 
pending. 

You requested the number of “adverse” advisory 
opinions submitted to our Office by the Department of 
Justice. The second table provides a classification. 
You will note that, of the 471 opinions received con- 
cerning applications disposed of to date, 445, or 94.5 
percent, held that an adverse effect on competition 
would result, in the varying degrees indicated. Our 
Office, which, as you know, must consider seven criteria 
in determining whether a bank merger is in the public 
interest, approved 435 of the 445 applications in 
question. 

Should you need any additional information, I will 
by very pleased to supply it. 
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Disposition of Applications for Consolidations, 
Mergers, and Purchases by the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency Under the Bank 
Merger Act, Through Aug. 27, 1965 



75S50> 

796/ 

196^ 

1 

1963 

1964 

1965 

Total 


58 

1 

1 1 
0 1 

72 , 
2 ' 
6 

0 

no 

6 

0 

0 

89 

2 

3 

1 ! 

88 

0 ! 
3 

0 ! 

54 

1 

1 

0 

9 

471 

12 

14 

1 

9 





Total, applications 












507 
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498 









1 Following May 13, 1960. 


Classification of the Advisory Opinions Sub- 
mitted TO the Office of the Comptroller of 
THE Currency by the Department of Justice 
Under the Bank Merger Act, for Applications 
Acted Upon Through Aug. 27, 1965 


Effect on competition (Justice’s terminology insofar 


i possible) : 


1 



25 



151 



16 

Adverse 


135 

18 

Substantially adverse 

Substantially adverse and serious anticompetitive 
effect 

99 

26 


Total 


471 

August 27, 1965. 


Hon. William B. Widnall 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Thank you for your letter of August 25, 1965, con- 
cerning S. 1698, a bill to amend the Bank Merger Act 
of 1960, with respect to which the Domestic Finance 
Subcommittee of the House Banking and Currency 
Committee is now conducting hearings. We are, of 
course, pleased to respond to the inquiries contained 
in your letter. 

I 

With respect to your request for information regard- 
ing studies of the effect of bank mergers on competi- 
tion, we are enclosing a copy of a study which ap- 
peared in The National Banking Review in December 
1964. Part III of this article (pp. 155-162) discusses 
the results of a recent before-and-after survey of 
mergers approved by this Office in 1962. 
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The authors found that tliese mergers generally 
resulted in changes which have benefitted bank cus- 
tomers. For example, the banks acquired in these 
mergers were paying, on average, 3.14 percent interest 
on savings accounts prior to the merger; after the 
merger, these rates were raised to 3.40 percent. Rates 
on 24-month auto loans were lowered from 10.12 to 
9.66 percent. Before merger, the acquired banks, on 
average, were making conventional mortgage loans 
with a maximum maturity of 13.7 years; after the 
merger, they began making 19-year loans. 

In 89.3 percent of the mergers (50 out of 56), the 
changes that resulted were, on balance, favorable to 
bank customers. In only 5.4 percent of the mergers 
were the changes detrimental, and in another 5.4 per- 
cent the beneficial and detiimental changes were off- 
setting. Those results closedy parallel a similar study 
conducted by the New York State Banking Depart- 
ment covering mergers in that State from 1951 to 
1961, 

It seems fair to conclude from these studies that 
mergers consummated with the approval of super- 
visory authorities have generally benefitted bank bor- 
rowers and depositors. This is so even though most 
of these mergers were approved after the Justice De- 
partment advised that the effect on competition would 
be adverse. We know of no study conducted by the 
Justice Department indicating that the adverse effects 
they warn against have materialized. 

II 

In our view, the provision of S. 1698 which would 
enjoin consummation of a bank merger whenever the 
Department of Justice files an antitrust lawsuit until 
the suit is finally determined is highly undesirable. 

The operation of this provision, the so-called Prox- 
mire amendment, taken in conjunction with the Bank 
Merger Act, would put banks in an even more disad- 
vantageous position compared with the rest of industry 
than they are now. No one has advanced any justifi- 
cation for this result which is completely anomalous 
in view of the fact that banking is a highly regulated 
industry. 

The anomaly results because under the Bank Merger 
Act the Department of Justice is furnished with a copy 
of the application to merge containing full economic 
data as to the effects of the proposed acquisition. In 
order to meet the requirements of the banking agen- 
cies, the applying banks must furnish data which, in 
effect, could result in self-incrimination if a lawsuit 
is later brought by Justice. This data is made avail- 
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able to Justice at a very early stage and it is thus 
handed a ready-made case if it decides to proceed in 
court against the merger. It is important and reveal- 
ing to note that Justice has made repeated attempts 
to obtain from Congress similar premerger notification 
with respect to other industries. The latest such at- 
tempt is embodied in H.R. 7780. Apparently, be- 
cause of the fact that this sort of premerger notification, 
in effect, gives Justice a regulatory rather than an en- 
forcement authority, the Congress, to date, had refused 
to give it this power over any other industry. 

Surprisingly enough, Attorney General Katzenbach^ 
himself, in his testimony to the Committee virtually 
admitted the inequity inherent in the Proxmire amend- 
ment. He said: 

I recognize it can be argued that a deadline for filing suit 
might not unduly hamper the Department because we already 
have effective premerger notification in the casa of banks 
(because of our responsibility to make a report on the com- 
petitive effects pursuant to the Bank Merger Act of 1960). 
This argument also can be made because the bill would make 
a preliminary injunction automatic in bank merger cases 
whenever the Government brings suit. 

Premerger notification and preliminary injunction upon 
suit would contribute to effective enforcement. This does 
not, however, make the case for applying such procedure on 
an ad hoc industry basis. To the contrary, it argues against 
piecemeal treatment. Were the Department to recommend 
legislation, for example, to require premerger notification of 
all types of business subject to the antitrust laws, the question 
of whether there should be a cutoff on the Department’s right 
to sue, and, if so, how long the period should be, involve a 
variety of considerations. It is one thing to impose a cut- 
off of 30 days where the number of cases to be considered is 
small. It would be quite another if the Department, because 
of general premerger notification legislation, had to review' 
large numbers of cases. It is, therefore, our conclusion that 
it is inappropriate and unwise to accord special treatment only 
to bank mergers. 

The importance of this tactical advantage Justice has 
with respect to banks is underlined by the case of 
U.S. V. Union Oil Co., U.S. Court of Appeals, 9th 
Circuit, March 18, 1965. GGH Trade Regulation 
Reports, paragraph 71,403. There the circuit court 
held that the Department of Justice may not use a 
Civil Investigative Demand pursuant to the Antitrust 
Civil Process Act, 15 U.S.C. 1311-1314, for the pur- 
pose of determining whether a proposed merger would 
constitute a violation of the antitrust laws. 

The Proxmire amendment would add insult to in- 
jury, with respect to bank mergers, by providing for 
an automatic stay without court action upon the mere 
filing of a complaint by the Justice Department within 
a 30-day period. If it is argued that the banks must 
suffer these tactical disadvantages in exchange for the 


immunity from further attack after the 30-day period, 
a sufficient answer is again contained in the testimony 
of Mr. Katzenbach who testified that in every one of 
the six mergers in litigation the Justice Department 
filed its suit within 30 days of the approval by the bank- 
ing agency. It is thus apparent that Justice is in real- 
ity giving up nothing with respect to future mergers 
since their practice is to act immediately anyway. In 
other words, if Justice does not attack a merger within 
30 days of its approval, as a practical matter, that mer- 
ger is immune from attack. To use a perhaps over- 
colorful but in this case highly descriptive phrase, the 
Proxmire amendment is a “rubber sandwich” for the 
banks. 

III 

With respect to the antitrust actions brought by the 
Department of Justice against bank mergers approved 
by this Office, which are not yet decided by the courts, 
we are enclosing the following documents which reflect 
the considerations which prompted our approval of 
these mergers : 

(1 ) Memorandum on the merger between Continental Illi- 
nois National Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago and City National 
Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago ; 

(2) Decision of Comptroller of the Currency James J. 
Saxon on the application to merge Crocker-Anglo National 
Bank, San Francisco, Calif., with Citizens National Bank, Los 
Angeles, Calif. [See Annual Report, Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency, 1963, p. 161.] 

(3) Decision of Comptroller of the Currency James J. 
Saxon on the application to merge Third National Bank in 
Nashville, Tenn., and Nashville Bank & Trust Co., Nashville, 
Tcnn.; and 

(4) Decision of the Office of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency on the application to merge Security Trust Co., St. 
Louis, Mo., and Mercantile Trust Co. National Association, 
St Loui-s, Mo. 

The Continental Illinois merger was approved by the 
previous Comptroller of the Currency when it was not 
the practice of this Office to write and publish merger 
decisions. The enclosed Continental Illinois memo- 
randum has, therefore, been prepared in response to 
your letter after a review of this Office’s file. 

IV 

You have requested our comments on the amend- 
ment to the bill proposed by Mr. Baldwin Maull on 
behalf of the Association of Registered Bank Holding 
Companies. We believe that Mr. Maull has a good 
point in stating that the antitrust rules applicable to 
combinations of banks effected through the holding 
company device should, on principle, be the same as 
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those applicable to combinations effected through 
other means. Indeed, as he pointed out in his state- 
ment, it is not unusual for a holding company acqui- 
sition to also involve a merger since the holding 
company frequently exercises its stock control of a bank 
which it has recently acquired to merge that bank 
with another bank already in the same holding com- 
pany system. Under S. 1698, as it presently stands, 
the merger part of such a transaction would get the 
benefit of the antitrust immunity afforded by the bill, 
but the original acquisition by the holding company 
would not. 

As stated, we would support the principle of equal 
treatment for bank holding companies with other forms 
of bank ownership. Time has not permitted the de- 
tailed legal analysis necessary to determine whether 
the amendment offered by Mr. Maull would accom- 
plish this in a completely equitable manner or whether 
other clarifying language would be needed. 

Memorandum On The Merger Between Conti- 
nental Illinois National Bank And Trust 
Company Of Chicago And City National Bank 
And Trust Company Of Chicago 

The following summarizes the basic considerations 
upon which the Ofiice of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency approved the merger of Continental Illinois Na- 
tional Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago and City National 
Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago. 

The merger between Continental Illinois National 
Bank & Trust Co. of Chicago and City National Bank 
& Trust Co. of Chicago was informally discussed with 
this Office during the latter part of 1960. An appli- 
cation for approval of this merger was formally filed 
on January 20, 1961. 

Subsequent to the filing the Department of Justice 
advised the Comptroller that it believed the proposed 
merger would be violative of the antitrust laws and 
that the Department would institute a suit to prevent 
it from being consummated. On March 20, 1961, an 
agreement was reached between Treasury and Justice 
which provided that approval of a merger would be 
deferred by the Comptroller if, after certain proce- 
dures had been followed, Justice advised that it 
planned to institute action. The subject merger fell 
under the provisions of this agreement. 

The management situation at City National Bank & 
Trust Co. had started to deteriorate as early as 1955 
when the bank’s chief executive officer was ousted by 
a minority group of stockholders. After the ouster, 
the management of the bank was concentrated in the 
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hands of two older officers who worked on a year-to- 
year basis upon invitation of the board of directors. 
Both of these officers, the president and the chairman 
of the executive committe^e, has passed the normal 
retirement age at the time the merger was announced. 
The observation of the examining authority was that 
the president, then 66 years of age, was in failing health 
as a result of the strain and worry over the bank’s 
situation. He had had a history of heart condition. 

The board of directors consisted of 17 members, 
1 1 of whom were more than 65 years old. It had made 
a concerted effort to replace the two acting chief exec- 
utive officers and during 1960 had “in desperation” 
retained the management consultant firm of Booz, 
Allen and Hamilton to assist the bank in securing top 
management. The firm compiled a list of 123 men 
which was subsequently naiTOwed down to 17. Most 
of these 17 were contacted and as late as September 
1960, 7 were interviewed for employment. None were 
interested. 

The management problem also extended into the 
lower levels. Because of the; lack of aggressiveness and 
youth in the top management, the bank found itself 
unable to retain its younger staff members and was 
unable to cope with the serious morale problem which 
apparently pervaded the institution. 

Subsequent to the announcement of the merger, 
City National’s position deteriorated even more rap- 
idly. In the 5-month period from December 1, 1960, 
to May 31, 1961, City National lost 760 commercial 
accounts representing a total average balance of $6.2 
million and suffered a net loss of 126 commercial ac- 
counts compared with a net gain of 210 during the 
same period a year earlier. Deposits at City National 
declined from $392 million at the end of December 
1960 to $341 million as of June 30, 1961. During the 
first 5 months of 1961, City’s savings account declined 
2.25 percent as compared to a 14.62 percent increase 
during the year 1960. The situation became so bad 
that the Comptroller sought to have an exception 
made to the aforementioned agreement with the Jus- 
tice Department in order to pennit the merger to t^e 
place immediately and thus prevent a further dete- 
rioration and the substantial hardship which would 
ensue. The seriousness of City’s position became so 
pronounced that the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago 
not only supported but ui'ged the Comptroller to 
grant an early approval. When the inability of City’s 
management to maintain the position of that bank 
under the circumstances then prevailing was commu- 
nicated to the Justice Department, the Attorney Gen- 
eral advised that Justice would not object to the ap- 
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proval of :.hc merger but that the Department would 
not waive its right ':o take action in the matter. The 
Comptroller’s approval was forthcoming on August 21, 
1961, and the bank announced September 1, 1961, as 
the effecti’. 0 date of the merger. The Justice Depart- 
ment hied suit on August 29, 1961. No trial date has 
been set. 

Decision of Comptroller of the Currency James 

J. S.iiXON on the Application to Merge Third 

Nation.al Bank in Nashville, Nashville, Tenn., 

AND Nashville Bank & Trust Co., Nashville, 

Tenn. 

statement 

On April 27, 1964, the $341.7 million Third Na- 
tional Bank in Nashville, Nashville, Tenn., and the 
$45.9 million Nashville Bank & Trust Go., Nashville, 
Tenn., applied to the Comptroller of the Currency for 
permi.ssion to merge under the charter and with the 
title of the former. 

Nashville, in the heart of the TVA service area, is 
the State capital of Tennessee. With an estimated 
metropolitan population in excess of 400,000 persons, 
reflecting a 24-percent increase since 1950, Nashville’s 
population growth compares most favorably with the 
5 percent increase in population of the neighboring 
States of Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, and the rest 
of Tennessee, which Nash\dlle serves. The city is the 
focal point of a community constituting eight counties 
whose residents are dependent upon Nashville for such 
necc-ssities as shopping, employment, and medical care. 
Its wholesale trade area stretches across middle Ten- 
nessee into southern Kentucky, northern Alabama, and 
northern Mississippi and contains an estimated popu- 
lation of 2,265,800 persoms. This area, which bridges 
the North and the South of our country, enjoys a diver- 
sified economy dependent on agriculture, industry, and 
commerce. The growth of this economy has been 
spurred by the availability of abundant and cheap 
electric power from TVA, and by such U.S. Govern- 
ment installations as Redstone Arsenal at Pluntsville, 
Ala., and the Ariiold Development Center at Tulla- 
homa, 1 enn. The availability of low-cost labor, cheap 
power, excellent transportation facilities by air, high- 
way, and rail, gas and petroleum pipelines, and an 
abundant water supply favors Nashville’s role as a 
center of the burgeoning mid-South. 

The charter bank, founded in 1927, has grown, 
through capable and aggressive management, into a 
system having 14 branch offices. It is particularly 
active in tlie corresi:)ondent banking field and now has 


a substantial number of correspondent banks, most of 
which are located within a radius of 250 miles. Within 
this region it competes vigorously with the large banks 
in northeastern Georgia, northern Alabama, western 
North Carolina, Kentucky, and Tennessee, although 
holding only 3.13 percent of total regional loans and 
deposits. Within the Nashville wholesale trade area, 
which covers middle Tennessee, southern Kentucky, 
northern Mississippi, and northern Alabama, the char- 
ter bank’s share of total bank loans and deposits is but 
12.5 percent. In the Nashville community, wliich 
consists of the city and eight surrounding counties, the 
charter bank holds about 29.7 percent of deposits while 
its closest competitors, the $393.3 million First Ameri- 
can National Bank, Nashville, and the $217.4 million 
Commerce Union Bank, Nashville, hold 34.9 and 18.1 
percent of deposits, respectively. 

The merging bank, chartered in 1889 as a trust com- 
pany, passed through a merger and reorganization and 
emerged in 1956 with its present title. In 1959 the 
bank opened its first and only branch. Prior to Janu- 
ary 1964, it was controlled by a wholesale grocery firm, 
which sold its stock in the merging bank to a syndicate 
controlled by insurance interests. The new owners 
soon found that injection of a substantial amount of 
capital and effort would be required both to make the 
bank a competitor in the Nashville area and a profit- 
able undertaking for the owners. Having no desire 
to divert their attention from the insurance field and 
being unwilling to put large sums into the bank, these 
interests gave consideration to the merger route for a 
solution. They were prompted in part by the fact that, 
during the period since assuming control, deposits in 
the merging bank declined from $45.4 million to $39.6 
million, despite an increase of $1.1 million in public 
fund deposits. By contrast, deposits in the other three 
banks in the city rose sharply after 1960 and continued 
to rise. Many of the merging bank’s customers, who 
previously felt obligated to maintain deposits in the 
bank because of their business connections with the 
previous owners, the wholesale grocery firm, indicated 
that they were then free to move their accounts to 
larger banks. Additionally, the change of ownership 
resulted in a substantial loss of accounts in the bank’s 
trust depar tment. 

One of the most determinative factors in the consid- 
eration of this merger is the problem of management 
succession. This Office has stated time and again 
that a bank is only as good as its management. In the 
case of the merging bank, the president is ill and anx- 
ious to retire. Further, there is no provision for suc- 
cession. The dearth of young management personnel 
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and the unlikelihood of attracting new employees to 
the merging bank is due to the below-average salary 
scale and the lack of an adequate pension plan. The 
present owners of the bank show no intention of insti- 
tuting costly reforms to attract employees capable of 
making the bank a vigorous competitor, responsive to 
the needs of the community. As a result, the merging 
bank is presently noncompetitive. Only through 
merger with the charter bank, where the resulting bank 
will be a national bank, will this Office have an oppor- 
tunity to assist this noncompetitive State-chartered in- 
stitution as well as the people of the Nashville 
community. We would, indeed, be derelict in our re- 
sponsibilities to protect the public interest in banking 
were we to impede effective management from assum- 
ing the responsibilities of a declining and leaderless 
merging bank. 

We turn now to the future earnings prospects of the 
applicant banks, another criterion established by law 
in the consideration of bank mergers. The future 
earnings prospects of the merging bank, in its present 
condition, are very gloomy. The recent substantial 
decline in deposits and the phlegmatic and incapaci- 
tated management bode ill for future earnings of the 
bank unless remedial steps are taken. If meiger is 
the remedy, however, as we are convinced it is, the 
future earnings prospects of the resulting bank are 
excellent because of the dynamic management, exist- 
ing branching system, and operating efficiency of the 
charter bank. 

Only minimal competition exists between the two 
applicant banks due to difference in size and to diver- 
sity of market interests. As stated above, the charter 
bank serves numerous correspondent banks through- 
out its region. These correspondent banks’ deposits 
account for 18.7 percent of the charter bank’s deposits, 
as compared to the merging bank’s correspondent 
deposits which amount to only 1.2 percent of the merg- 
ing bank’s deposits. Commercial loans make up 40 
percent of the charter bank’s total loans, but only 
25.7 percent of the merging bank’s total loans. Further 
contrast can be seen in the fact that, while real estate 
loans account for only 0.8 percent of the charter bank’s 
loans, such loans constitute 34 percent of the merging 
bank’s loans. 

While the cold statistics presented by the application 
may indicate at first blush that some competition now 
exists between the applicants and that it will be elimi- 
nated by this merger, closer analysis of the complete 
picture dispels this hasty conclusion. A bank’s com- 
petitive force in its community depends greatly upon 
the attitude of its management and board of directors. 
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To assess accurately competition between two banks, 
an effort must be made to weigh the aggressiveness, 
the capability, the experience and the desire of the 
management of each to compete. When, as in this 
case, we find that the management of the merging 
bank is more interested in insurance than in banking, 
has no desire to maintain the bank’s relative standing 
in the banking community, and has made no effort to 
improve its internal operating procedures nor elevate 
the morale of its personnel through better salaries and 
an improved pension plan, we cannot realistically view 
it as a competitive bank. When a bank, such as the 
merging bank, is not disposed to compete, it is idle 
to speak of the elimination of competition by reason 
of a merger. 

The hallmark of modem banking is branch com- 
petition. The inability of the merging bank to effec- 
tively serve the public is graphically illustrated in its 
failure to develop a modem branching system despite 
the fact that it was founded in 1889. With the three 
largest banks in Nashville having 20, 15, and 20 offices, 
respectively, it is manifest that Nashville Bank & Trust 
Co,, with a single branch, cannot compete in the im- 
portant area of branching. 

The competition for funds in the Nashville commu- 
nity is not confined to commercial banks. It must be 
noted that savings and loan associations are particu- 
larly strong competitors. While competition is most 
desirable and indeed a basic tenet of the American 
economic system, the advantages to savings and loan 
associations arising from higher permissible interest 
and dividend rates, as well as tax privileges not avail- 
able to commercial banks, make a difficult competi- 
tive situation for the banks. This fact is reflected in 
the 325 percent increase in savings and loan share ac- 
counts in the Nashville community since 1953 and 
the opening of three new savings and loan association 
branches during the past year. There is certainly a 
need for a stronger institution to compete for funds in 
such a market. 

There is no tendency toward monopoly in the Nash- 
ville area or community. The charter bank has never 
been involved in a merger since its founding in 1927; 
its rapid growth has been internal. The number of 
N^hville banks has not declined during the past 30 
years. Indeed, a relatively new bank, the Capital 
City Bank, which was chartered in 1960, now has al- 
most $7.5 million in resources and two branches. 
There is hardly a monopoly when a new bank can 
enter the market and prosper so remarkably in such 
a short time. 
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One of the best qualified authorities on banking in 
Tennessee has recognized the fact that the merger 
will be a salutary development. In a letter of April 25, 
1964, Mr. M. A. Biy’an, Superintendent of Banks, 
State of Tennessee, said of the proposed merger: 

The corapetitve factor in my opinion will not be lessened 
by the merger. This assumption is based on the evident com- 
petition which now and will exist between existing First 
American National Bank, largest Nashville bank, the Com- 
merce Union Bank, in third position, and Third National 
Bank, second in size, the surviving institution of the merger 
between themselves and Nashville Bank & Trust Co. which 
holds a minor position in the field insofar as competition is 
concerned. 

Consummation of the proposed merger will improve 
the charter b£uik’s ability to serve the convenience and 
needs of the Nashville public. It will be better able 
to meet the credit needs of its larger customers 
throughout the Nasliville wholesale trade area. Auto- 
mation will improve the operating efficiency for the 
benefit of the merging bank’s customers. Increased 
salaries and other incentives such as the charter bank’s 
pension plan will improve the morale of the merging 
bank’s personnel. The more numerous banking serv- 
ices offered through the resulting bank’s extensive 
branch system will better serve the needs of the merg- 
ing bank’s customers. Further, the assets of the 
merging bank will be pooled with those of the charter 
bank to be used more efficiently in promoting the 
economic well-being of the people of the Nashville 
community, the wholesale rrade area which it serv'es, 
and the mid-South region of which it is the center. 

In the light of all of the facts and circumstances here 
present, we are compelled to conclude that this merger 
application has met tlie statutory criteria and will 
promote the public interest. The application is there- 
fore approved. 

August 4, 1964 

Decision of the Office of the Comptroller of 

THE Currency on the Application To Merge 

Security Trust Co., St. Louis, Mo., and Mer- 
cantile Trust Co. National Association, St. 

Louis, Mo. 

June 24, 1965. 

STATEMENT 

On April 30, 1965, Security Trust Co., St. Louis, 
Mo., and Mercantile Trust Co. National Association, 
St. Louis, Mo., applied to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for permission to merge under the charter and 
title of the latter. 

779-5C.'">— 65 21 ) 


I. The Economy of the St. Louis Metropolitan Area. 

The St. Louis Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Area (SMSA) as defined by the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, includes the city of St. Louis, the Missouri 
counties of St. Louis, Franklin, Jefferson, and St. 
Charles, and the Illinois counties of Madison and St. 
Clair. The area so defined is treated as an economic 
unit for statistical purposes by numerous public and 
private agencies, including the Federal banking au- 
thorities. The integration of the Illinois counties 
within the St. Louis area has been facilitated by seven 
bridges which span the Mississippi River. These will 
soon be supplemented by three additional bridges which 
are a part of the Interstate Highway Program. 

The area’s population of over 2.2 million makes it 
the tenth largest metropolitan area in the United 
States. While the entire area has grown by 500,000 
since 1950, the city has actually declined in population 
by 100,000. (See appendix, table 1.) 

St. Louis is making a frontal assault on the problems 
of urban blight and decay which face most of our 
major cities. City officials estimate that by 1970 about 
$2 billion in private and public funds will have been 
spent in the process of rejuvenation. 

Symbolic of the city’s renaissance is the 630-foot 
Gateway Arch, designed by the late Eero Saarinen, 
which, when completed this year, will be the tallest 
manmade monument in the United States. The arch 
will dominate the Jefferson National Expansion Me- 
morial Park, which will occupy 80 acres of what had 
been a blighted riverfront area. 

About 10 percent of the city’s total area has been or 
will be razed in the renewal program to make way for 
modern commercial, industrial, residential, and pub- 
lic facilities. Construction of a 55,000-seat sports 
stadium and supporting facilities near the Archway 
park is underway at a cost of $89 million. The $45 
million Mansion House project encompasses three 28- 
story apartment towers and associated commercial and 
office facilities. Largest of all the renewal projects is 
that for Mill Creek Valley, which will, by 1970, be a 
465-acre industrial, commercial, and residential devel- 
opment built at a cost of $200 million. The 220-acre 
Kosciusko Industrial Park will, when completed, house 
industrial plants costing about $100 million. A variety 
of smaller renewal projects are also underway. 

Thus massive public and private efforts are being 
devoted to the task of creating a physical setting which 
will allow the St. Louis area to achieve its full economic 
potential. Despite the current prosperity and abun- 
dant evidence of private and public dynamism, there 
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has been some concern on the part of St. Louis leaders 
that the area, given its natural advantages, is not par- 
ticipating as fully in the national economic advance as 
might be expected. 

These leaders point to such statistics as the follow- 
ing : While total employment in the United States was 
2.7 percent higher in 1964 than in 1963, the increase 
for the St. Louis SMSA was 1.5 percent; total manu- 
facturing employment showed about the same differ- 
ential in the rate of growth, the figures being 1.9 and 
0.8 percent, respectively; while the population of the 
St. Louis SMSA has been growing, the rate of growth 
has been somewhat less than the average for all U.S. 
metropolitan areas. City leaders are hopeful that the 
massive renewal program and a coordinated industrial 
development program now being mounted will improve 
the showing of the St. Louis area in these respects. 
The emergence of a bank whose capacity is more in 
keeping with the size of the St. Louis economy will 
give additional support to these efforts. 

The economy of the St. Louis SMSA enjoys a num- 
ber of natural and manmade advantages. Foremost 
is the location which allowed the city to become a 
major transportation center. Situated below the con- 
fluence of the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers, St. 
Louis is a key port on a system of 7,000 miles of navi- 
gable waterways, linking 29 large cities in 20 States. 
Over 8 million tons of barge freight is handled in the 
port of St. Louis each year. 

With a highly developed water transportation sys- 
tem, it was logical for other forms of transportation 
to center here also. St. Louis has become the second 
largest rail center in the country, being served by 18 
trunk line railroads with aggregate trackage of 132,000 
miles, about 60 percent of the national total. A new 
terminal building at the municipal airport handles 
over 120 flights daily of seven scheduled airlines. 
Eight major U.S. highways pass through St. Louis. 
Major truck and bus line routes fan out in all directions 
from the city. Planning and construction are proceed- 
ing for a $750 million network of new expressways, 
which will include inner and outer circumferential 
beltways. 

The St. Louis industrial area is the only one in the 
country which produces six basic metals: iron, lead, 
zinc, copper, aluminum, and magnesium. This is 
made possible by the unique conjunction of the requi- 
site ores and other raw materials within a limited area. 

Building on this broad resource base, the economy 
of the St. Louis SMSA is very well diversified. The 
St. Louis Chamber of Commerce has published this 
sample listing of products of the area to illustrate the 

290 


diversity in manufacturing: atomic reactor feed mate- 
rials, jet aircraft, ammunition, automobiles and parts, 
bakery products, beer, bricks, candy, caskets, chem- 
icals, cement, containers (metal, paper, plastic, and 
glass), drugs and medicines, electrical machinery, food, 
footwear, furniture, glass products, hardware, iron and 
steel castings, machinery, machine shop products, meat 
packing, paints and varnishes, paper products, petro- 
leum refining, piston rings, prepared animal feeds, 
printing and publishing, rapid transit and railroad 
cars, refrigeration equipment, roofing, space capsules, 
steel products, wearing apparel, and wirework. 

As of 1963, 3,183 manufacturing establishments em- 
plo)«d 267,000 people. The St. Louis SMSA ranks 
ninth in the country in manufacturing employees and 
value added by manufacture. The degree of diver- 
sification is illustrated by the fact that no more than 
19 percent of the total employees worked within any 
one major industry group, as classified by the census. 
(See appendix, table 2.) 

The largest single employer in the area is the 
McDonnell Aircraft Corp., which employs about 
35,(X)0 people in its production of F-4 Phantom II 
fighter-bombers, Gemini and Mercury space capsules, 
and related products. McDonnell ranked third among 
all corporations in its receipt of prime military con- 
tracts in fiscal 1964. The showing of McDonnell was 
largely responsible for Missouri’s third place among 
the States, behind only California and New York, in 
the receipt of prime military contracts in that same 
year. 

Operation of production facilities by General 
Motors, Ford, and Chrysler makes the St. Louis area 
the third largest location for automobile production 
in the country. 

Since St. Louis is in the center of an important farm- 
ing region, the handling and processing of agricultural 
products adds a further dimension to the diversity of 
the St. Louis economy. A number of leading meat- 
packing films have plants in St. Louis, the second 
largest hog market in the world. Stockyard receipts 
in 1963 included 2.6 million hogs and almost 700,000 
cattle. St. Louis is also a major grain market, with 
1963 receipts about 124,000,000 bushels. 

In addition to its immediate area, St. Louis serves 
as the major trading center for an area with a radius 
of 150 to 200 miles. This fact, coupled with the neces- 
sity of handling the demand for goods by the 2.2 mil- 
lion people in the metropolitan area, leads to an im- 
presive volume of wholesale and retail activity. Close 
to 4,000 wholesale establishments, employing 45,000 
people, had total sales of $5.4 billion in 1963. Over 
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18.000 retail esta]>lishmcnts, employing 105,000 people, 
enjoyed sales of $2.6 billion in the same year. Cur- 
rent retail sales are about 5 percent higher than for 
the same period last year. Service activities occupy 

53.000 employees in 13,000 establishments with total 
receipts of over a half-billion dollars. 

Both industrial corporations and the local univer- 
sities are rapidly expanding their scientific research 
activities. In 1964 the St. Louis Research Council 
was established to attain maximum coordination of 
the area's research projects and facilities, both aca- 
demic and industrial. 

II. Method of Acquisition 

The agreement entered into by the participating 
banks, the Mercantile Trust National Association and 
the Security Trust, while not unknown in banking 
circles, is unusual. These banks have entered into an 
agreement to merge as provided by 12 U.S.C. 2I5a. 
When this agreement is consummated, the corporate 
existence of Security Trust will blend into and become 
part of Mercantile Trust which will simultaneously 
succeed to all right, title, and interest in the assets of 
Security Trust and become responsible for all the 
latter’s liabilities by operation of law. This agreement 
differs from the usual form of merger agreement in 
that the consideration passing between the contracting 
parties is cash rather than the stock of the acquiring 
bank. 

In view of the unusual nature of this proposal, the 
first inquiry must be directed to its standing under the 
anti-trust laws. Wliile it may possess the superficial 
earmarks of a simple purchase of assets and assumption 
of deposit liabilities, it is in reality a merger under 
12 U.S.C. 215a. If it were a simple purchase and sale, 
the corporate existence of Security Trust must be ter- 
minated by a complicated process of liquidation. 
Here, however, Security Trust, on merger with Mer- 
cantile Trust, ceases to exist immediately, without 
liquidation, in accordance with the provisions of the 
statute. The question remains as to how this cash 
merger must be evaluated in the light of section 7 of 
the Clayton Act and section 1 of the Shennan Act. 

The Department of Justice in the advisory opinion 
submitted to the Comptroller of the Currency pursu- 
ant to the Bank Merger Act of I960 (12 U.S.C. 1828 
(c) ) considers this proposal to be governed by the deci- 
sion in U.S. v. Philadelphia National Bank, 374 U.S. 
321 (1963^, thereby ignoring the vital differences be- 
tween this unusual St. Louis proposal and the normal 
Philadelphia situation. In the Philadelphia case the 
Supreme Court held that the plan for the consolida- 


tion of the Philadelphia National Bank and the Girard 
Trust Com Exchange Bank under the charter of the 
former, whereby the shareholders of the participating 
banks would exchange their shares in accordance with 
predetermined ratios for shares in the resulting bank, 
was a stock acquisition covered by section 7 of the 
Clayton Act. The rationale of the Court was clearly 
stated. Starting with the stautue, the Court said, 

By its terms, the present § 7 reaches acquisitions of corpo- 
rate stock or share capital by any corporation engaged in com- 
merce, but it reaches acquisitions of corporate assets only by 
corporations “subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal Trade 
Commission.” 

Since, as the Court ruled, the FTC has no jurisdiction 
over banks, it followed that, 

* * * if the proposed merger be deemed an assets acqui- 
sition, it is not within § 7, 

Convereely, it must be viewed as a stock acquisition to 
fall within section 7. This the Court did by reasoning 
that the merger before them, while neither a pure asset 
acquisition nor a pure stock acquisition, involved a 
little of both and so fell under the prohibition intended 
by Congress. 

By reason of the unusual features of this proposal, it 
does not fall within the ambit of the Court’s reasoning 
in the Philadelphia case. This is a cash merger as 
contemplated by the terms of 12 U.S.C. 215a. Upon 
consummation of this merger, Security Bank will cease 
its corporate existence; all its assets and liabilities will 
pass to Mercantile Trust by operation of law. It is a 
pure asset acquisition by merger. Since the considera- 
tion for this merger is cash, to be used to satisfy the 
interest of Security Tnist shareholders, with a concom- 
itant reduction in the capital structure of Mercantile 
Trust, it cannot be said to be a stock acquisition within 
the reach of the Philadelphia decision. 

Whether this proposal comes within the purview of 
section 1 of the Sherman Act is another question. 
That act provides in pertinent part as follows: 

Every contract, combination in the form of trust or other- 
wise, or conspiracy, in restraint of trade or commerce among 
the several States, or with foreign nations, is declared to be 
illegal. 

The question to be resolved is whether this proposal, 
a contract, between two commercial banks is in re- 
straint of trade or commerce. While the Department 
of Justice in its advisory opinion on the competitive 
aspects of this proposal says it falls within the proscrip- 
tion of section 1 as interpreted by the Supreme Court 
in U.S. V. First National Bank and Trust Company of 
Lexington et al, 376 U.S. 665 (1964), even a cursory 
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reading of that case reveals that it is distinguishable on 
its determinative facts from this proposal. 

When the First National Bank & Trust Co. of Lex- 
ington and the Security Trust Co. of Lexington con- 
solidated, there were only six commercial banks serving 
the city, the only concentration of population in that 
section of the State of Kentucky. Mr. Justice Doug- 
las, writing for the Court, said that “* * * it is clear 
that significant competition will be eliminated by the 
merger.” This conclusion rested on the following 
findings: that “Practically all of the business of the 
banks in Lexington originates in Fayette County.”; 
that “* * * commercial banks outside Lexington do 
a negligible amount of business in the county.”; that 
the resulting “* * * bank established by the consoli- 
dation was larger than all the remaining banks com- 
bined:”; that with respect to trust business, the 
participating banks “Between them * * * held 98.82 
percent of all trust assets, 92.20 percent of all trust 
department earnings, and 79.62 percent of all trust 
accounts:”; and that three of the four competing 
banks testified that the consolidated bank will, by rea- 
son of its image of bigness, seriously affect their ability 
to compete effectively over the years and will tend to 
foreclose competition in the trust field. The facts 
surrounding tliis proposal are significantly different as 
will be demonstrated hereinafter. 

III. General Character of Management. 

The Bank Merger Act of 1960 lays down seven cri- 
teria which must be applied to all bank mergers to 
determine whether or not they are in the public inter- 
est. Three of these, viz, management, effect on com- 
petition, and the convenience and needs of the commu- 
nity, are particularly significant in this case. 

Security Trust is faced with a management problem 
arising from a lack of men capable of assuming leader- 
ship in the bank. Executive authority rests almost 
exclusively in the president of Security Trust who is 
also a substantial shareholder. This vigorous officer 
is a seasoned and able banker; the problem here lies 
in lack of depth of competent and trained successors. 
Competing banks and death have taken his former 
associates and advisors. Since this application was 
filed several of his most trusted and dependable aides 
have died. Despite the competence of Security Trust’s 
president, he has not been able, with his decimated 
staff, to oversee properly all activities in the bank and 
to give to each the attention good banking demands. 
The results of such a situation cannot help but be 
reflected ultimately in the bank’s competitive posture. 
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IV. Effect on Competition. 

Before proceeding to evaluate the effects of this cash 
merger on the banking markets Involved, including its 
impact on competition, and to compare it with the 
situation prevailing in the L.exington case, it is suitable 
to comment here on the criteria properly to be consid- 
ered in determining what is the relevant market. 

A. The Relevant Market . — In its advisory opinion, 
the Department of Justice attempts to limit the rele- 
vant market to downtown St. Louis. Efforts to assess 
the competitive impact of this merger in these terms 
appear to stem from the Supreme Court’s compromise 
in the Philadelphia case in which it equated the rele- 
vant market to the four-county area where branch 
banking was permitted by State law. Reference was 
made to Fayette County as the point of reference for 
assessing the competitive impact in the Lexington case; 
Kentucky banks may branch only in the county where 
the main office is located. In the present case in Mis- 
souri, a State which prohibits any branch banking, the 
advisory report would have us look only to the envi- 
rons of the main offices, an acre or so in downtown St. 
Louis. Such a correlation of a relevant market to the 
Missouri antibranching statutes is not meaningful in 
this case. We shall demonstrate that neither legal 
boundaries nor legal branching limitations can fully 
define the relevant banking market. 

Recent discussions of bank mergers have put heavy 
weight on concentration ratios as a measure of the 
effect of the merger on competition. Mechanical ap- 
plication of a concentration ratio approach is apparent 
in the advisory opinion of the Department of Justice 
on the present case. It is desirable, therefore, to deter- 
mine the limits of usefulness of concentration ratios as 
well as the possible pitfalls in indiscriminate use of 
such ratios. 

Calculation of concentration ratios involves a deter- 
mination of the relevant product line to be analyzed 
as well as the relevant market area (section of the 
country) . Both of these determinations are more 
difficult than they may appear. 

Appropriate economic analysis of the effect of a bank 
merger on competition requires consideration of the 
impact on competition in each of the relevant products 
or services provided by commercial banks, taking ac- 
count of competition from nonbank institutions and of 
the substitutability among financial services. 

Commercial banks deal in a wide range of services 
and products, and face a substantial amount of com- 
petition from nonbank fimmcial institutions. Com- 
mercial banks are not products, nor are “total de- 
posits,” “total assets,” or even “total loans” products. 
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It is a inoje reasonable approach to tlie competitive 
problem to examine each of the relevant product lines 
and determine whether the merger will result in a sub- 
stantial lessening of competition in the market for that 
product. 

In examining the market for real estate loans, for 
example, it would be desirable to consider not only 
the amount of business done by the merging banks 
and the other commercial banks, but also the mortgage 
loan business done by mutual savings banks, savings 
and loan associations, and insurance companies. The 
same is true in the personal loan field, where com- 
mercial banks face intense competition from p>ersonal 
finance companies, sales finance companies and credit 
unions. 

Business loans generally make up the bulk of com- 
mercial bank loans, but here also there is considerable 
competition with other institutions. Savings and loan 
associations and mutual savings banks make real estate 
loans to business finns. Finance companies and factors 
make loans on receivables and equipment. Insurance 
compaities are strong competitors in the large business 
loan field. Even nonfinancial firms must be con- 
sidered, as they extend trade credit to their customers. 
Trade credit is a particularly important alternative to 
bank loans for small firms. 

The one product line in which commercial banks 
face no direct competition from other financial institu- 
tions is in the handling of demand deposits. Even here, 
however, there are substitutes. Curi'cnc5', of course, 
is one alternative. Many savings banks and savings 
and loan associations sell money orders, as do some 
supermarkets. Travelers checks is another alternative. 

The Supreme Court’s justification in the Phila- 
delphia case for disregarding nonbank competition is 
that commercial banking products or services enjoy 
“such cost advantages as to be insulated within a broad 
range from substitutes furnished by other institutions.” 
As an example, the Court points out that, in competing 
with small loan companies in the personal loan market, 
commercial banks have a considerable advantage in 
that their rates are invariably lower. Nevertheless, 
there is competition between commercial banks and 
small loan companies. Perhaps more important, there 
is competition of both with credit unions and sales 
finance companies which charge rates comparable to 
those of the commercial banks. 

It has been argued that, even where there are non- 
bank facilities competing in terms of price and cost 
with commercial banks, the banks enjoy a preferred 
{XJsition in the minds of consumers and that this pref- 
erence insulates the banks, to some extent, from com- 


petition, This may seem to be the case with savings 
deposits. Commercial banks do, of course, have some 
advantages in competing with other savings institu- 
tions. The convenience of “one-stop banking,” inertia, 
or lack of knowledge may lead a savings dejXJsitor to 
maintain an account at a commercial bank while a 
savings bank across the street is paying a somewhat 
higher interest rate. But this does not mean that 
there is no competition between the two institutions. 
The depositor who may not cross the street for an extra 
one-fourth percent interest may do so for an extra one- 
half percent. The many commercial banks which 
have raised their time deposit rates in recent years 
have not all done so simply because of competition 
from other commercial banks. 

It follows from this analysis that the relevant market 
area differs for each banking product or service. The 
relevant market area for personal checking accounts, 
for example, is typically small although banking by 
mail has been growing in importance in recent years. 
The relevant market for large business loans, in con- 
trast, is national. St. Louis banks compete in this latter 
market with banks in San Francisco and New York 
as well as those in Kansas City and Chicago. The 
market for small- and medium-size business loans is 
more difficult to define precisely. Small firms are gen- 
erally confined to a limited geographical area in seek- 
ing funds, both by the cost of traveling and lenders’ 
lack of knowledge of their business. For these loans, 
the relevant market would appear to be the metro- 
politan area, although allowance must be made for 
banks and other institutions on the fringe of the area. 

The advisory opinion of the Department of Justice 
holds that the relevant geographic market area is 
downtown St. Louis. As we have stated, the relevant 
market area varies with the product line. The banking 
product line with the smallest geographic area is the 
small-depositor market. Yet it is clear that even for 
this product line, downtown St. Louis can hardly be 
considered tlie relevant area. Few people live in the 
immediate downtown area. The thousands who work 
there live elsewhere in the metropolitan area, and have 
the banking alternatives of the downtown banks and 
the suburban banks. The individual borrower or de- 
positor has immediate access to banks in the neighbor- 
hood of his residence or of his place of employment. 
Commuting patterns link together all banks in the 
metropolitan area in one market. Thus, even for these 
customers, the relevant geographic market is the 
metropolitan area. With respect to the lending activ- 
ities of banks, it is even more evident that the metro- 
politan area will be the smallest relevant market. Busi- 
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ness firms, in seeking loans, are able to shop among 
banks in the entire metropolitan area without being 
faced with either high travel costs or a bank’s un- 
willingness to make loans outside of the area with 
which it is familiar. 

B. Competition and Banking Regulation. — What- 
ever the limitations of concentration ratios as a meas- 
ure of market performance in banking, the entire 
concept of competition needs careful analysis in its 
application to banking. In Brown Shoe Co. v. U.S.t 
370 U.S. 294, 344 (1962), it was held that Congress 
had indicated a preference for an economy of small 
businesses operating in unconcentrated industries. 
The Court gave no weight to the advantages to con- 
sumers resulting from the merger because it assumed 
that Congress was aware that some inefficiencies would 
result from its preference for an atomistic industry 
structure. 

But we cannot fail to recognize Congress’ desire to promote 
competition through the protection of viable, small, locally 
owned businesses. Congress appreciated that occasional 
higher costs and prices might result from the maintenance 
of fragmented industries and markets. It resolved these com- 
peting considerations in favor of decentralization. We must 
give effect to that decision. 

Although this argument may be correct when ap- 
plied to other industries, it is clearly not correct when 
applied to banking. Congress has clearly stated its 
preference for goals other than competition in the 
laws enacted which affect the banking structure. Fed- 
eral banking legislation has imposed restrictions on 
bank entry and bank expansion as a means of prevent- 
ing competition that could endanger the viability of 
the banking system. Other banking laws and regula- 
tions restrict certain activities of banks on the basis of 
bank size; legal lending limits are the most obvious 
example. These concepts of the proper relationship of 
government to banking are fundamentally different 
from those applied under the antitrust laws to the un- 
regulated industries. 

C. Banking Competition in St. Louis. — Although 
we have many reservations about the use of concen- 
tration ratios in analyzing banking markets, the heavy 
reliance on this technique in the advisory opinion of 
the Department of Justice makes imperative a detailed 
examination here of the situation in St. Louis. 

Despite the fact that St. Louis is the 10th largest 
metropolitan area in the country, the largest bank in 
St. Louis, Mercantile Trust Co., is only the 42d lai^est 
bank in the United States. It has deposits of individ- 
uals, partnerships, and corporations of $529.2 million. 
Mercantile Trust now holds 18.7 percent of the de- 
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pewits and 20.9 percent of the loans of all banks in the 
St. Louis metropolitan area. 

The merging bank. Security Trust, is the seventh 
largest of the 132 banks in St. Louis metropolitan area 
and the smallest of the downtown St. Louis banks. 
Its $96.1 million of IPC deposits represent about 2.8 
percent of these metropolitan area deposits. 

After the merger, the resulting bank will ostensibly 
hold 21.4 percent of area deposits and 23.6 percent of 
area loans. It has been estimated that there will be 
an attrition of about 2 percent of deposits since it is 
reasonable to expect that not all customers of the clos- 
ing bank will transfer their business to the survivor. 
Other St. Louis banks will undoubtedly gain deposits 
as a result of this merger. 

It is useful in evaluating the significance of this in- 
crease in concentration ratios to compare the 
St. Louis banking structure with that of other large 
metropolitan areas. As of mid- 1962, the percentage 
of total commercial bank deposits in the St. Louis 
metropolitan area held by the largest bank was 18.1 
percent. The figure was higher than this in 76 of the 
other 80 large metropolitan areas included in a Federal 
Reserve study (see appendix, table 3). When the 
percentages of deposits held by the two largest banks 
are considered, the figure of 34.9 for St. Louis was 
exceeded in 75 of the other 80 areas. The same two 
ratios for the St. Louis metropolitan area had not 
changed significantly by mid-1964; the percentage of 
area deposits held by the largest bank was then 18.7 
percent, a very slight inen^ase, while the percentage 
held by the two largest banks had declined slightly, 
to 34.3 percent. If we interpose the post-merger esti- 
mate of 21.4 percent on tlie mid- 1962 tabulation of 
concentration ratios for tlie other 80 metropolitan 
are^, we find that it would be exceeded in 69 of the 
80 other areas. Even when only unit banking metro- 
politan areas are considered, only 3 of 21 such areas 
will have concentration ratios lower than St. Louis 
after the merger. 

While the effects of this merger on aggregate concen- 
tration ratios is thus small, it is important to examine 
more specifically which borrowers and markets are af- 
fected by this increase in concentration. For this pur- 
pose, it is useful to consider two types of borrowers — 
large and small firms. 

The large firms seek funds in the national financial 
market. Large banks all over the country compete 
in this market, and a merger of two banks can have 
only a negligible adverse effect on competition. In 
this merger, moreover, the competitive effect is favor- 
able, on balance, since Security, because of its limited 
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size, is not a significant participant in the national mar- 
ket, and Mercantiie’s ability to compete after the 
merger will be enhanced. 

Small firms are largely limited to banks in their im- 
mediate metropolitan area in seeking loan funds. The 
small manufacturer or merchant in St. Louis may seek 
a loan from a suburban bank or from a downtown St. 
Louis bank. He cannot ordinarily expect to borrow 
from banks in Chicago or New York. Even here, how- 
ever, the elTect of this merger is less than it may appear 
from gross concentration ratios. Mercantile’s business 
is mainly with large firms ; nearly two-thirds of its de- 
posits are in accounts of over $100,000. Correspond- 
ent banking business is also important to Mercantile; 
deposits of banks repi'esent 18 percent of Mercantile’s 
deposits. Its business and bank customers are scat- 
tered across the country. It is usually classified as a 
wholesale bank. Security, on the other hand is basi- 
cally a retail bank, dealing with individuals and small 
firms in a more limited area. Nearly 40 percent of its 
deposits are in accounts of under $10,000. Competi- 
tion between the two banks is much more limted than 
gross deposit totals imply. 

This is not to say that Mercantile and Security do 
not compete. They do compete for small business and 
individual accounts in the metropolitan St. Louis area. 
But Mercantile by no means bas a dominant position 
in this market. The FDTC has examined the distri- 
bution of accounts of less than $10,000 in the St. Louis 
metropolitan area. Whereas Mercantile holds 18.7 
percent of total deposits in the metropolitan area, it 
holds only 7.0 percent of funds in accounts under 
$10,000. Adding Security’s 2.9 percent of such ac- 
counts brings the combined bank’s share of this busi- 
ness to only 9.9 j^ercent. The resulting increase in 
concentration in this product line (small business and 
individual accounts) is thus clearly negligible. 

V. Convenience and Needs of the Community. 

The comparison in part IV of the concentration 
ratios in St. Louis banking with those in other major 
metropolitan areas shows conclusively that the St. Louis 
SMSA does not have the services of a bank as large, 
relati\'e lo the size of its economy, as that in nearly all 
other metropolitan areas. While the St. Louis SMSA 
ranks 10th in the country in population, its largest 
bank. Mercantile Trust, ranks 42nd. All but one of 
the areas larger than St. Louis have at least one bank 
larger than. Mercantile Trust. Nine areas with fewer 
people than the St. Louis area have a larger bank than 
does St. Louis. 

A num’^er of persuasive factors, indicate that the 


economy of the St. Louis SMSA would benefit from 
the services of a larger bank than is now present. In 
part I, it was noted that while the St. Louis area is 
prosperous today, there has been considerable concern 
about its failure to match the growth in employment, 
population, and new industry experienced in some com- 
parable areas. Giant strides have been taken to im- 
prove the physical and economic setting for industry. 
One further step is that entailed in this merger, which 
will provide a bank better able to meet the financial 
requirements of the larger firms with rapidly growing 
operations in the St. Louis area. 

It is useful to note that each of the five U.S. cities 
which have surpassed St. Louis in population during 
the past five decades has at least one bank larger than 
any in St. Louis. Further, eight of the nine metropoli- 
tan areas which have fewer people but at least one bank 
larger than any in St. Louis are growing at a faster rate 
than is the St. Louis area. 

The breadth of services offered is related to bank 
size. A very large bank will have a sufficient volume 
of loans to specific industries to hire loan officers who 
are experts on these industries. The combination of 
banking and industry expertise held by these men bene- 
fits all their customers, large and small. 

The rates of growth of a number of industrial cor- 
porations with major operations in the St. Louis area 
have outdistanced the rates of growth of the major St. 
Louis banks in recent years. (See appendix, table 4.) 
For example, the rates of growth in total assets between 
1950 and 1963 were as follows for these corporations: 
Brown Shoe Co., 319 percent; Emerson Electric Co,, 
505 percent; Granite City Steel Co., 1582 percent; 
McDonnell Aircraft Corp., 794 percent; Monsanto 
Co., 540 percent. In contrast, the comparable figure 
for Mercantile Trust was 109 percent. 

Obviously, as local corporations expand to national 
operations, they will tend to enter the national loan 
market. Thus, it is not implied that local banks should 
be able to service all or even most of their credit needs. 
However, the ability of local banks to retain a reason- 
able proportion of these corporations’ business will be 
beneficial for the borrowers and the local economy, as 
well as the banks. For example, the Monsanto Co., a 
St. Louis-based corporation, has just completed ar- 
rangements for a $100 million loan. The company 
found it necessary to secure $88 million of this outside 
St. Louis; only three St. Louis banks were able to par- 
ticipate in the remaining $12 million. Because of the 
limited capacity of St. Louis banks, growing St. Louis 
corporations are having to place ever-greater reliance 
on Eastern and Chicago banks. 
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Although the legal lending limit of Mercantile will 
decline slightly because of the tenns of the merger, the 
larger lending limit of Mercantile will apply to all the 
assets of Security. The acquisition of the deposits of 
Security Trust will bring the relationship between the 
lending limit and the deposits of Mercantile to a figure 
more nearly in accord with accepted banking practice. 
Mercantile is currently somewhat overcapitalized, 
ranking 42nd nationally in assets but 33rd in capital. 
As a result of the acquisition, the actual lending ca- 
pacity of Mercantile will be increased. The larger 
resources of the resulting bank will allow greater loan 
diversification to be achieved so that the bank will 
be willing to approach its legal lending limit for 
individual loans more often than is now the case. 

Large creditors will not be the only beneficiaries of 
the greater lending capacity of the resulting bank. 
The massive St. Louis urban renewal program has 
required a tremendous volume of credit. Mercantile 
and the other St. Louis banks have helped to meet 
these credit needs to the extent they were able to do 
so. For example. Mercantile’s participation in the 
Downtown Sports Stadium project was crucial. The 
Mansion House project was more than $1 million short 
of the funds required to secure a Federal Housing Au- 
thority commitment until Mercantile came to the res- 
cue. Mercantile has also participated in the financing 
of the Gateway Arch, the Mill Greek Valley project, 
the Kosciusko Industrial Park, and the Bi-State Trans- 
portation Authority operations, among others. 

It is from St. Louis that financial aid must come to 
improve the economies of southern Illinois and the 
rural areas of Missouri. Increasing the capacity of 
St. Louis’ largest bank is likely to facilitate this flow 
of funds. 

We cannot ignore, in considering this merger, the 
prohibition on branching faced by the banks in Mis- 
souri. This natural avenue of bank growth is not 
available to St. Louis banks. This is a major reason for 
the failure of the large downtown banks to keep pace 
with the growth of the economy of the St. Louis area. 
The population of the city of St. Louis has declined 
from 857,000 in 1950 to 739,000 in 1963, while the 
population of the area has increased by over 500,000. 


(See appendix, table 1.) As could be expected, the 
deposits of city banks have grown much more slowly 
than have those of suburban banks. In the past dec- 
ade, for example, while deposits of city-based banks 
have increased by 27 percent, deposits of banks in ma- 
jor suburban areas have increased by as much as 1 65 
percent. If the city banks could have followed the 
population movement by branching, they would have 
been able to keep abreast of the overall economic and 
industrial growth and this merger might not have been 
required. 

Public policies toward bank mergers, charters, and 
branches can best be evaluated as a unified whole, since 
all these policies shape the banking structure. With 
branching prohibited, the chartering of a new bank is 
the only way to provide new banking facilities, and 
merger may, on occasion, be required to allow the bank- 
ing needs of certain customers to be met. The ideal 
of a balanced banking structure, capable of meeting 
the legitimate banking needs of all customers, large 
and small, may be achie\od in nonbranch States 
through judicious application of chartering and merger 
policy. 

In St. Louis, 132 commercial banks, 29 more than 
were operating 10 years ago, now serve the metropoli- 
tan area. An examination of the deposit distribution 
of the St. Louis banks, as it will be after this merger is 
consummated, indicates a desirable balance in the 
banking structure. (See appendix, table 5.) To the 
extent that varying sizes of banks are required to meet 
the differing needs of customers, large banks, as well 
as medium and small, are imperative to serve ade- 
quately an urban area. The effect of this merger is 
to increase this range; a bank larger than heretofore 
available will emerge in St. Louis, while a number of 
banks, which have operations comparable with those 
of the disappearing bank will remain. 

VI. Conclusion. 

Having considered the subject application in the 
light of the statutory criteria, we find the proposed 
merger to be in the public interest and it is, therefore, 
approved effective on or after June 30, 1965. 

June 24, 1965. 
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I'able 1. — Population of the St. Louis Metropolitan Area 


Government unit 

1950 

1 

1 

1960 

1963 

’Percentage 

change 

1950-63 

Missouri: 





St. Lo\iis City 

856, 796 

750, 026 

739, 000 

—13.7 

St. Louis County 

406, 349 

703, 532 

813, 000 

100.1 

Franklin County 

36, 046 

44,566 

48, 000 

33.2 

Jefferson County 

38, 007 

66, 377 

76, 000 

100.0 

St. Charles County 

29, 834 

52, 970 

60, 000 

101.1 

Illinois: 




Madison County 

182, 307 

224, 689 

239, 000 

31.1 

St. Clair County 

i 205, 995 

262, 509 

284, 000 

37.9 

Total, metropolitan area 

1,755, 334 

2, 104, 669 

2, 258, 000 

28.6 


Table 2. — Manufacturing establishments, employees, and value added by major industry groups, St. Louis Metro- 
politan Area, 1963 


Industry groups 


i 

Establishments, 
j Dec. 31, 1963 

All employees, 

Dec. 31, 1963 

Percent of 
total employees 

Value added by 
manufacture 
1963 {thousands 
of dollars) 

Percent of 
total value 
added 

3,183 

266, 950 

100.0 

2, 536, 508 

100.0 

.! 376 

5 

30,015 

11.2 

278, 369 

11.0 

24 





199 

12. 787 

4.8 

62, 104 

2.4 

95 

1,288 

0.5 

9, 895 

0.4 

no 

4, 283 

1.6 

29, 116 

1. 1 

125 

9, 471 

3. 5 

81,799 

3.2 

484 

1 5, 680 

5.9 

123,140 

4. 9 

251 

19, 230 

7.2 

354, 332 

14.0 

30 

5,924 

2.2 

108, 569 

4. 3 

.' 66 

1,554 

0.6 

14, 870 

0.6 

74 

9, 464 

3. 5 

55, 870 

2.2 

178 

7, 862 

2.9 

107, 996 

4,3 

103 

21,028 

7.9 

171, 114 

6.7 

345 

17,936 

6.7 

176, 722 

7.0 

354 

20, 496 

7.7 

187, 300 

7.4 

■1 

15, 469 

5.8 

138, 143 

5. 4 

61 

55, 758 

20.9 

488, 351 

19.3 

.1 46 

6, 310 

2.4 

36. 542 

1.4 

-i 154 

9, 969 

3.7 

96, 289 

3. 8 


Total manufacturing 

Food and kindred products 

Tobacco products 

Textile mill products 

Apparel and related products ... 

Lumber and wood products 

Furniture and fixtures 

Paper and allied products 

Printing and publishing 

Chemical and allied products .... 

Petroleum and coal products 

Rubber and plastic products 

Leather and leather products .... 
Stone, clay, and gliass products . . . 

Primary metal products 

Fabricated metal products 

Machinery, except electrical 

Electrical machinery 

Transportation equipment 

Instruments and related products. 
Miscellaneous manufacturing .... 
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Table 3. — Concentration of commercial bank deposits in largest metropolitan areas, June 30, 1962 


Number 
of bank' 
ing insti- 
tutions ^ 

Total 
deposits 
{in mil- 
lions of 
dollar^ 

Percent of deposits 

Largest 
bank * 

Two 
largest 
banks ^ 

States with statewide branch banking 

7 

438 

59.2 

76.8 

11 

889 

51.5 

85.3 

8 

955 

49.6 

80.7 

11 

828 

48.8 

70.9 

17 

590 

47.0 

68.5 

14 

764 

44.7 

88-9 

7 

298 

44.6 

84.0 

10 

311 

43.0 

66. 3 

15 

746 

41.7 

80.4 

9 

982 

41.7 

63.9 

10 

1,046 

41.5 

66.4 

25 

8, 399 

41.1 

65.1 

11 

700 

40.6 

76.0 

21 

1,552 

39.7 

59.6 

19 

1,243 

39.2 

77.0 

10 

289 

38.1 

67.8 

52 

11, 192 

35.4 

61.0 

30 

1, 586 

29.0 

50.2 

10 

618 

28.7 

55.1 

41 

2, 523 

21.8 

37.7 

States with limited branch 

ranking 

7 

638 

58.7 

83.9 

13 

923 

52.3 

74.3 

8 

575 

51.9 

70.2 

58 

3, 961 

49.9 

72.5 

10 

376 

49.8 

68.2 

15 

586 

49.4 

71.2 

12 

1, 517 

49.0 

79.5 

11 

243 

48.3 

67.6 

7 

563 

46.4 

68.8 

4 

288 

43.3 

85.6 

7 

796 

43.0 

68.7 

9 

869 

41.8 

79.9 

8 

734 

41.3 

77.5 

26 

573 

40.8 

57.5 

6 

1,224 

40. 3 

76.5 

7 

418 

39.8 

73.9 

12 

348 

39.7 

65.6 

15 

323 

39.5 

77.8 

55 

4, 098 

37.7 

52.2 

44 

5, 647 

37.3 

54.5 

11 

3,724 

37.2 

58.9 

14 

1,235 

36.7 

56.0 


Fresno, Calif 

Providence- Pawtucketj 

R.I.-Mass 

Phoenix, Ariz. 

Sacramento, Calif. . . 
Wilmington, Del.-N.J 

Hartford, Conn 

Bridgeport, Conn. . . . 
New Haven, Conn. . . 
San Bernardino-River 
side-Ontario, Calif. 

San Jose, Calif 

San Diego, Calif. . . . 
San Francisco-Oak- 
land, Calif. ....... 

Honolulu, Hawaii. . . 

Seattle, Wash 

Portland, Oreg.-Wash 

Tacoma, Wash 

Los Angeles-Long 

Beach, Calif 

Baltimore, Md 

Salt Lake City, Utah 
Washington, D.C.- 
Md.-Va 


Birmingham, Ala 

Columbus, Ohio 

Toledo, Ohio 

Pittsburgh, Pa 

Norfolk-Portsmouth, 

Va 

Grand Rapids, Mich . . 

Buffalo, N.Y 

Worcester, Mass 

Akron, Ohio 

Mobile, Ala 

Rochester, N.Y 

Memphis, Tenn 

Nashville, Tenn 

Dayton, Ohio™ 

Indianapolis, Ind 

Flint, Mich 

Knoxville, Tenn 

Utica-Rome, N.Y. . . . 

Boston, Mass 

Detroit, Mich 

Cleveland, Ohio 

New Orleans, La 


Area 

Number 
of bank- 
ing insti- 
tutions * 

Total 
deposits 
{in mil- 
lions of 
dollars) 

Percent oj 

Largest 
bank * 

^ deposits 

Two 
largest 
banks ^ 


1 States with limited branch banking — 



Continued 


Albany-Schcnectady- 





Troy, N.Y 

19 

1,047 

33.9 

59.6 

Richmond, Va 

8 

111 

32.9 

60.6 

Syracuse, N.Y 

11 

625 

31.7 

55.2 

Springfield-Chicopee- 





Holyoke, Mass 

11 

354 

31.3 

59.7 

Gary-Hammond-East 





Chicago, Ind 

22 

439 

31.2 

41.0 

Atlanta, Ga 

39 

1 1,461 

31.0 

56.2 

Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky . . . 

25 

! 1,372 

29. 3 

54.7 

.Jersey City, NJ 

11 

818 

28.7 

48.8 

LoubviUe, Ky.-Ind .... 

19 

887 

28.6 

57.1 

Harrisburg, Pa 

28 

420 

26.8 

49.8 

You ngsto wn- W arren, 





Ohio 

15 

474 

24.4 

43.6 

Canton, Ohio 

14 

111 

20.7 

41.1 

Newark, N.J 

42 

2, 490 

19.8 

36.3 

Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J. . 

99 

5,968 

19.1 

36.0 

New York, N.Y 

104 

40, 724 

19.0 

35.8 

Wilkes-Barre-Hazelton, 





Pa 

31 

430 

18.6 

33.9 

AUcntown-Bethlehem- 





Easton, Pa.-N.J 

37 

1 697 

17.8 

28.9 

Paterson-CUfton- 





Passaic, N.J 

41 

1 1,649 

16.6 

30.6 


States with unit banking 

Minneapolis*St. Paul, 


1 



Minn 

63 

2,423 1 

43.7 

77.4 

El Paso, Tex 

8 

311 

42.0 

83.6 

Wichita, Kans 

20 

443 1 

40.0 

64.9 

Milwaukee, Wis 

36 ! 

1,823 

38.1 

56.6 

Omaha, Nebr.-Iowa . . . 

30 

664 ' 

37.5 

59. 1 

Fort Worth, Tex 

30 

880 

36.7 

66.7 

Tulsa, Okia 

33 

747 ' 

36.4 

68.6 

Jacksonville, Fla 

18 

640 

35.6 

59.9 

Oklahoma City, Okla. . 

38 

835 

35.2 

58.1 

Dallas, Tex 

73 

3, 008 

34.4 

64.2 

Miami, Fla 

38 

1,248 

29.4 

36.8 

Orlando, Fla 

18 

313 

28.7 

43. 3 

San Antonio, Te.x 

25 

765 

28.1 

50.2 

Houston, Te.x 

64 

2, 726 

27.9 

44.5 

Beaumont-Port Arthur, , 





Tex 

17 

305 

27.3 

47.3 

Denver, Colo 

61 

1, 450 

22. 8 

44.3 

Kansas City, Mo.- 





Kans 

91 

1,979 

22.5 

38.0 

Chicago, 111 

255 

14, 375 

21.2 

42.2 

St. Louis, Mo.-lll 

118 

3, 431 

18.1 

34.9 

Fort Lauderdale- 





Hollywood, Fla 

18 

411 

16.9 

31.6 

Tampa-St. Petersburg, 





Fla 

41 

942 

12.7 

25.0 


^ All banks in an area that were controlled by one holding 
company were considered as a single bank and their deposits 
were added together. 

Note. — The “largest metropolitan areas” are the Census 


Bureau’s standard metropolitan statistical areas with popula* 
tions of 300,000 or more. 

Source: Federal Reserve Bulletin September 1963. 
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Table 4. — Growth of total assets of selected St. Louis 
manufacturing corporations and major St. Louis 
banks, 1950-63 


Firms 

1950 

1063 

Percentage 

increase 

Manufacturing corpo- 
rations: 

Brown Shoe Co 

36, 496, 324 

153, 064, 874 

319.4 

Emerson Electric 
Manufacturing Co . 

20, 526, 096 

124, 226, 372 

505.2 

Granite Gitv Steel Go. 

12, 808, 187 

215, 384, 376 

1,581.6 

Laclede Steel Co .... 

19,117, 241 

51,447, 320 

169.1 

McDonnell Aircraft 
Corp 

22, 430, 723 

200, 611,452 

794.4 

Monsanto Go 

221, 377,051 

1,416. 072,000 

539.7 

Ralston-Purina Go . . 

87, 808, 998 

333, 799, 467 

280. 1 

Banks: 

Mercantile Trust 

Co., N.A 

413, 143, 670 

861,756,865 

108.6 

First National Bank 
in St. Louis 

522, 233, 687 

742, 574, 933 

42.2 

Boatmen’s National 
Bank 

164, 394, 000 

255, 503, 000 

55.4 

Bank of St. Louis .... 

96, 914, 000 

150, 372, 000 

55.2 


Deposits of Metropolitan St. Louis Area Banks 
June 30, 1964 


j 

Banks \ 

Amount 
{thousands 
of dollars) 

Percent of 
total SMSA 
deposits 

Mercantile Trust Co., N.A. (in- | 

eludes Mercantile-Commerce j 

National Bank) I 

750,933 

18. 66 

Add Security Trust Co 1 

i 111,363 

2. 77 

Total, resulting bank 

862,296 

21.43 

First National Bank in St. Louis ... 

1 628, 599 

15. 62 

Boatmen’s National Bank 

233, 275 

5. 80 

Bank of St. Louis 

1 140,892 

3. 50 

National Stock Yards National 

Bank TIL) 

i 113,206 

2.81 

St. Louis County National Bank 
(Clayton) 

1 104,428' 

2. 60 

Tower Grove Bank and Trust Co . . 

99, 565 ■ 

2. 47 

Manufacturers Bank and Trust Co. 

! 67, 265 

1.67 

Manchester Bank 

63, 005 

I 1.57 

State Bank and Trust Co. (Wells- 
ton) 

I 55, 979 

i 1.39 

Jeffer.ion Bank and Trast Co. .... . 

1 .50, 887 

j 1.26 

Southwest Bank 

47, 165 

1 1. 17 

Lindel- Trust Co 

44, 645 

i 1.11 

First National Bank and Trust Co. 
(Alton. 111.) 

' 38, 954 

0.97 

117 additional banks 

1,473,795 

36. 63 

d'otal 

4,023,956 

100.00 


BANKING PREMISES 

April 5, 1965. 

Hon. William S. Broomfield 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

This is in reply to your letter dated March 30, 1965, 
with reference to the amounts which a national bank 
is permitted to invest in the premises in which it con- 
ducts its business. 

This matter is governed by 12 U.S.C. 371d as inter- 
preted by paragraph 3100(d) of the Comptroller's 
Manual for National Banks. Copies of this statute 
and ruling are attached for your convenience. 

Section 37 Id permits investment in banking prem- 
ises, without prior approval of the Comptroller of 
the Currency in amounts up to the amount of the 
capital stock of the bank. It must be borne in mind 
that section 371 d refers only to the total par value of 
the outstanding stock. The total capital account con- 
sists of the total par value of outstanding stock plus 
undivided profits and surplus. 

In reply to your second inquiry, investment, as that 
term is used in section 371d, means not only the 
amount of cash invested but also the amount of liabil- 
ity incurred by the bank in connection with its 
premises. 

As stated in paragraph 3100(d) of the Comptroller's 
Manual, it is the position of the Office that approval 
will ordinarily be given to investments in banking prem- 
ises in amounts up to 50 percent of the total capital 
account of the bank where a reasonable need for such 
investment can be shown. The term total capital ac- 
count as used in that paragraph Includes total par 
value of outstanding stock, surplus and undivided 
profits. 


BROKERED DEPOSITS 

April 22 , 1965 . 

Hon. Jacob K. Javits 
U nited States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 

Reference is made to your transmittal of copies of 
correspondence from Messrs. Paul R. and Saul R. 
Gaynes of Gifts for Thrift, Inc., together with proposed 
amendments to the Federal Deposit Insurance Act, 
relating to the use of money brokers to obtain deposits 
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for banks insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation. 

The position of this Office with respect to the use by 
National Banks of money brokers is set forth in the 
enclosed copy of a directive issued to all of our exam- 
ining personnel on March 22, 1965. We anticipate 
that the policy set forth in the enclosed directive will 
early disclose the problems which may develop from 
money broker activities and thereby permit timely 
supervisory action. 


March 22, 1965. 

Directive to All Examining Personnel; 

1. Brokered Deposits, It is the view of this Office 
that it is an unsafe and unsound banking practice for 
National Banks to use a “money broker” as a means of 
obtaining deposits, whether or not commissions are 
paid therefor. Whenever such practice is found, the 
manner of its operation, as well as other points noted 
below, should be detailed on page 3A of the report of 
examination. All of the facts and circumstances cov- 
ering outstanding brokered deposits should be obtained, 
including: (1) the aggregate amount of brokered 
money deposited in the bank; (2) the aggregate 
amount of commissions paid by the bank to the broker; 
(3) the aggregate amount of commissions passed on 
by the broker to the depositor; (4) the identity and 
address of each broker; and (5) the aggregate amount 
of brokered deposits originating outside of the bank’s 
normal trading area. 

Cases revealing substantial use of money brokers 
by a bank should also be separately reported promptly 
by letter to the Comptroller with a copy to the Re- 
gional Comptroller. 

2. Guideline Factors. Special attention should be 
given to the following: (1) the acceptance through a 
broker or otherwise of a CD disproportionate in amount 
to the bank’s usual deposit size; (2) acceptance 
through a broker or otherwise of CD’s from depositors 
located outside of the bank’s normal trading area; and 
(3) issuance of CD’s disproportionate to the normal 
ratio such obligations bear to the bank’s total deposit 
liabilities. 

3. Certificates of Deposit Generally. Whether or 
not CD’s have been obtained through “money brokers,” 
if outstanding CD’s exceed 10% of total deposits, the 
bank’s liquidity position should be thoroughly ana- 
lized. Wherever it appears that a liquidity problem 
may develop or practices which may lead to illiquidity 
are being followed, a schedule of outstanding CD’s 
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should be set forth on page 3A of the report of ex- 
amination including the following information: (1) 
amount of CD; (2) name and address of depositor; 
(3) identity and address of broker, if any; and (4) 
maturity date. 

4. Problem Cases. In any case where the examiner, 
in his judgment, believes that a serious problem may 
exist, a separate letter report containing the foregoing 
information should be sent promptly to the Comp- 
troller with a copy to the Regional Comptroller. The 
examiner in such cases shjill also direct the manage- 
ment to institute immediate corrective measures and 
these should be continuously followed up by the Re- 
gional Comptroller. 

5. Traditional CD Areas. In some communities the 
CD is frequently used in lieu of a savings account and 
is functionally similar to a savings account. Deposits 
represented by such CD’s are usually as stable as sav- 
ings accounts. 

6. Recognized Money Market. Certain well estab- 
lished and nationally known firms, such as are well 
known in the New York money market, customarily 
maintain a market in negotiable CD’s of leading banks 
and in commercial paper. It is not the intention of 
this directive, and examiners are hereby instructed not 
to criticize normal transactions of such firms in such 
market. 

7. Directive to Have Immediate Effect. This direc- 
tive is to be put into effect immediately by all examin- 
ing personnel. 

8. Compliance Responsibility of Each Examiner. 
Regional Comptrollers are responsible for seeing to it 
that each examiner carries out the instructions in this 
directive. 


CERTIFICATES OF DEPOSIT 

March 1, 1965. 

Hon. Dante B. Fascell 
Chairman, Legal and Monetary Affairs 
Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Government Operations 
Washington, D.C. 

This is in further reference to your letter of Feb- 
ruary 23, 1965, on the subject of Certificates of 
Deposit. 

This Office has given careful consideration to the 
advisability and necessity of imposing limitations on 
the extent of Certificates of Deposit which a National 
Bank may issue in relation to its total deposits and 
also on the allied question of the activities of brokers 
in the placement of such deposits. 
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After careful consideration of the possible ap- 
proaches which could be used in regulating against the 
occasional instance of bad banking in this area, it was 
our considered conclusion that the interference with 
normal business discretion which such regulation 
would impose on all the well-managed banks of the 
country, would more than outweigh the advantage to 
be gained in protecting against occasional bad judg- 
ment on the part of a very small minority of bankers. 


COIN SHORTAGE 

December 8, 1964. 

In your letter of November 17, 1964, you asked 
whether the ruling of July 30, 1964, relating to loans 
secured by United States coins could be liberalized to 
permit banks to make loans to collectors of an ama- 
teur standing without regard to the face value of the 
coins. 

At the time the ruling was made, careful considera- 
tion was given to the possibility of providing an ex- 
ception for collectors of rare coins. It is concluded, 
however, that it was not feasible, during a period 
when coins are scarce, to distinguish between coins 
kept out of circulation by professional dealers and col- 
lectors of recognized amateur standing and those kept 
out by speculators and hoarders. The very scarcity of 
coins has made coins which ought to remain in cir- 
culation objects of special interest to numismatists and 
other coin collectors and dealers. 

Present circumstances do not appear to justify a 
change in this conclusion. 


October 1, 1964. 

This is in response to your letter of September 3, 
1964, in which you request an exemption by this Office 
for a loan. This loan is secured by a deposit of rare 
and rolled coins with a relatively high collector’s value. 
None of the coins are dated subsequent to 1955. You 
state that as a coin collector, the borrower is operating 
his business in a normal manner and is not contribut- 
ing to the current coin shortage by hoarding through 
a pyramiding of his inventoiy through loans of full 
face value. 

The restriction contained in the letter of this Office 
to the presidents of all national banks dated July 30, 
1964, provides that national banks would not there- 
after be authorized to make any loan which is secured 
by coins of the United States where the loan is in an 


amount in excess of 70 percent of the face value of 
the coins securing the loan. Loans made prior to 
July 30, 1964, are not subject to the foregoing restric- 
tion. However, the particular loan as set forth above 
and in your letter of September 3, 1964, even if made 
subsequent to July 30, 1964, may be deemed exempt 
from the foregoing restriction. 

CONFIDENTIALITY OF REPORTS OF 
EXAMINATIONS 

February 10, 1965. 

The Honorable John L. McClellan 
United States Senate 
W ashington^ D.C. 

This is in reference to your letter of February 9, 
1965, requesting that this Office turn over to the Per- 
manent Subcommittee on Investigations copies of the 
Reports of Examination of three National Banks now 
in receivership. These banks are the San Francisco 
National Bank, San Francisco, California, First Na- 
tional Bank of Marlin, Marlin, Tex., and the Brighton 
National Bank of Brighton, Colo. 

The Reports of Examination of National Banks 
made by the examiners of this Office in the 102 year 
history of this Office have been traditionally and uni- 
formly regarded and protected as confidential and 
privileged documents. It has always been considered 
inadvisable to disclose the contents of these reports. 
To do so would substantially impair the effective ex- 
ercise of the supervisory responsibilities of this Office. 

The confidential nature of the Reports of Examina- 
tion was referred to by Senator A. Willis Robertson 
in the debates on the Bank Merger Act. 

. . , Much of their information is obtained from examiners’ 
reports. These examiners’ reports deal with all aspects of the 
bank’s activities, including the caliber of the management, 
the ownership, a bank’s loan activities, the character and 
financial status of borrowers, and all of the intimate details 
involving the debtor-creditor relationship. The wish of the 
banking agencies to keep bank examiners’ reports confidential 
is just as great and as valid as the wish of the Attorney 
General to keep private FBI confidential reports, 105 Cong. 
Rec. 7692. 

The only recent instance we recall in which a con- 
gressional demand was made for Reports of Examina- 
tion occurred some time ago when the Senate Banking 
and Currency Committee made a request to the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation for the Reports of 
Examination of the Southmore Bank in Illinois in 
connection with the Hodges matter. At that time we 
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are informed that the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration declined to turn over the reports on the 
grounds of confidentiality and that this position was 
respected. 

In addition this Office is bound by section 1905 of 
Title 18, U.S.C. which makes it a criminal offense for 
a government official to disclose such information as is 
contained in the Reports of Examination. 

We feel certain that you as a director of The First 
National Bank of Little Rock, are aware of the policy 
considerations which weigh against disclosure of infor- 
mation about the depositors, borrowers and bank offi- 
cers contained in bank examination reports, and that 
you will understand the position we feel obliged to take 
in this matter. 

In view of the considerations outlined above, we are 
of the opinion that the questions of law and policy 
involved in your request are so serious that we cannot 
comply therewith. 

As to the matter of our appointment on February 8, 
there must have been some misunderstanding which 
we regret. Our Office records do not indicate that 
a definite appointment was made by Mr. Cox. We 
shall, of course, be glad to meet with you at any time. 


CORPORATE PRACTICES AND PROCEDURES 

October 30, 1964. 

This is in reply to your letter of October 5, 1964, 
requesting our opinion on the question of age limita- 
tions for officers, employees and directors of national 
banks. 

The fixing of qualifications for officers and em- 
ployees, including age qualifications, is usually con- 
sidered within the excluave province of the board of 
directors. Whether or not the shareholders, by resolu- 
tion, could enforce an age limit policy for directors is 
a question of general corporate law upon which this 
Office has not formally published an opinion. 

The question of fixing age limits for directors for 
National Banks is further complicated by the provisions 
of 12 U.S.C. 61 which confers the right of manda- 
tory cumulative voting upon shareholders of national 
banks. 

This Office would not object to any national bank 
instituting a policy of mandatory retirement at a 
reasonable age for officers and directors whether such 
policy was instituted by resolution of the board of direc- 
tors or by the shareholders. 
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March 5 , 1965 . 

Hon. Abraham J. Multer 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Thank you for your letter of February 24, 1965, 
regarding the use of voting trusts with respect to stock 
of national banks. 

This Office had had no occasion to develop statistics 
reflecting the extent to which voting trusts of national 
bank stock are in use. However, the information avail- 
able to us indicates the existence of few voting trusts 
relative to the number of national banks. 

There is no provision of Federal banking law which 
prohibits voting trusts of national bank stock or which 
regulates the establishment and operation of such 
trusts. Consequently, in 1949, this Office took the 
position that the legality of a voting trust of national 
bank stock was largely a matter of law of the state in 
which the national bank was located and, from the 
supervisory viewpoint, such a trust was not objection- 
able, provided its actual operation did not adversely 
affect the welfare of the hank. 

Recently, this Office had occasion to reconsider the 
foregoing rule. Upon reconsideration, it is still the 
view of this Office that voting trusts of national bank 
stock are not illegal, or even objectionable, in and of 
themselves. Indeed, such trusts can serve legitimate 
and useful purposes. 

The Office now requires, however, that it be con- 
sulted prior to the creation of a new voting trust and 
prior to any modification, extension, or renewal of an 
existing voting trust. In addition, this Office now 
requires that each voting trust agreement contain 
provisions to the following effect: 

1. The Comptroller of the Currency may terminate 
the agreement in whole or in part at any time he 
deems such termination to be in the best interest of 
the bank. 

2. The Comptroller may require the resignation of 
any trustee at any time he deems such resignation to 
be in the best interest of the bank and each such trustee 
must agree to resign forthwith if required to do so by 
the Comptroller. 

3. If the trust is to cover a number of shares suffi- 
cient to elect one or more directors of the bank by 
cumulative voting or otherwise, the trustees must agree 
not to nominate or cast their votes for any person as a 
director whom the Comptroller has designated as 
unacceptable. 

4. The books and records of the trustees with re- 
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spect to the voting trust must be available to the Comp- 
troller for examination upon demand. 

The foregoing requirements, coupled with inquiry 
into the operation of the voting tnist in connection 
with the examination of the bank, assures that no 
voting trust will work to the detriment of a national 
bank to which it relates. 


Hon. Frank Horton 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

This is in reply to your letter of March 15, 1965, 
requesting background information and arguments 
against or in favor of cumulative voting for national 
banks, especially, with regard to the provisions of H.R. 
2839 which would amend the statute concerning cumu- 
lative voting. 

Title 12 U.S.C. 61 provides that in all elections of 
directors of national banks, each shareholder has the 
right to vote the number of shares owned by him for 
as many persons as there are directors to be elected, or 
to cumulate such shares and give one candidate as 
many votes as the number of directors multiplied by 
the number of his shares equals, or to distribute them 
on the same principal among as many candidates as 
he thinks fit. 

The proponents of cumulative voting argue that it 
is necessary in order to provide minority interests with 
representation on the board of directors. 

It has however, been the experience of this Office, 
insofar as national banks are concerned, that cumula- 
tive voting is undesirable. It frequently has been used 
to provide competitors and undesirable persons a means 
of access to the books and records at a bank. In many 
cases which have come to the attention of this Office, 
cumulative voting has been used to further the [)rivatc 
interests of individuals and not in the interests of sound 
bank m»anagement. 

As you know, on January 14, 1965, Congressman 
McDadc introduced H.R. 2839, which was referred 
to the House Committee on Banking and Currency. 
This bill would make cumulative voting for national 
banks optional rather than mandatory. This Office 
strongly supports this hill. 


May 27, 1965. 

Attached hereto is a copy in final form of the new 
part 17 of the regulations of this Office providing for 
advance notice to the bank and to this Office of 
nominations for director. The regulation states that 


any national bank may provide in its articles of asso- 
ciation or bylaws, or both, for a requirement that any 
shareholder, other than one acting on behalf of man- 
agement, who intends to nominate a person for direc- 
tor of the bank, must communicate such intention and 
the identity of the nominee to tlie bank and to this 
Office prior to the meeting in question. The final 
regulation provides for such notification to be made 
not less than 14 days nor more than 50 days prior to 
the meeting but with a provision that if less than 21 
days’ notice of the meeting has been given to the share- 
holders that the notification may be made not later 
than the close of the seventh day following the day on 
which the notice of meeting was mailed. The regu- 
lation, as enclosed, is in final form and will be effective 
on and after June 1, 1965. 

The following is an acceptable form of article or 
bylaw provision under the regulation: 

Nominations for election to the board of directors may 
be made by the board of directors or by any stockholder of 
any outstanding class of capital stock of the bank entitled to 
vote for the election of directors. Nominations, other than 
those made by or on behalf of the existing management of 
the bank, shall be made in writing and shall be delivered 
or mailed to the President of the bank and to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency, Washington, D.C., not less than 14 
days nor more than 50 days prior to any meeting of stock 
holders called for the election of directors, provided how- 
ever, that if less than 21 days’ notice of the meeting is given 
to shareholders, such nomination shall be mailed or delivered 
to the President of the bank and to the Comptroller of the 
Currency not later than the close of business on the seventh 
day following the day on which the notice of meeting was 
mailed. Nominations not made in accordance herewith 
may, in his discretion, be disregarded by the chairman of 
the meeting, and upon his instructions, the vote tellers may 
disregard all votes cast for each such nominee. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 

[12 CFR Part 17] 

Required Notification To Nominate Bank Directors 

This part, issued pursuant to the authority contained in the 
National Banking Laws (R.S. 324 et seg., as amended; 12 
U.S.C. 1 et seq.), relates to the requirement that advance 
notice be given of the nomination of a national bank director. 
Notice of the proposed Part was published in the Federal 
Register on April 29, 1965, (30 F.R. 6074). All comments 
and suggested revisions received have been considered and 
some have resulted in changes which have been incorporated 
into this regulation. 

The new part 17 will become effective on June 1, 1965. 

Chapter 1, Title 12, of the Code of Federal Regulations is 
hereby amended by an addition of a new part 17 as follows: 
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Part 17. — Required Notification To Nominate Bank 
Directors 

Any national bank may provide in its articles of association 
or bylaws, or both, for a requirement that any shareholder 
who intends to nominate or to cause to have nominated any 
candidate for election to the board of directors (other than 
any candidate proposed by the bank’s present management) 
shall notify the bank and the Comptroller of the Currency. 
Such bylaw or amendment may provide that the notification 
shall be made in writing and delivered or mailed to the Presi- 
dent of the bank and to the Comptroller of the Currency not 
less than 14 days nor more than 50 days prior to any meeting 
of stockholders called for the election of directors, provided 
however, that if less than 21 days’ notice of the meeting is 
given to shareholders, such nomination shall be delivered or 
mailed to the president of the bank and to the Comptroller 
not later than the close of the seventh day following the day 
on which the notice of meeting was mailed. Such notifica- 
tion shall contain the following information to the extent 
known to the notifying shareholders: 

(1) the names and addresses of the proposed nominee; 

(2) the principal occupation of each proposed nominee; 

(3) the total number of shares that to the knowledge of 
the notifying shareholders will be voted for each of 
the proposed nominees; 

(4) the name and residence address of the notifying 
shareholder; and 

(5) the number of shares owned by the notifying 
shareholder. 

If a national bank duly adopts the foregoing notice re- 
quirements, any nomination for director not made in accord- 
ance therewith, may be disregarded by the chairman of the 
meeting and votes cast for each such nominee may be disre- 
garded by the vote tellers. In the event the same person is 
nominated by more than one shareholder, the nomination 
shall be honored and alt shares shall be counted if at least 
one nomination for that person complies with this regulation. 


April 27, 1965. 

The attachments are amendments to part 12 of our 
regulations and provide specific further exemptions 
from the application of sections 16(a), 16(b) and 
16(c) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, in re- 
spect of those banks and their affiliated personnel to 
which the exchange act applies. 

TITLE 12— BANKS AND BANKING 

Chapter I — Bureau of the Comptroller of the 
Currency 

department of the treasury 
Part 12 — Ownership Reports of Capital Stock 
Scope and Application 

This amendment issued under authority of R.S. 324, et seq., 
as amended; 12 U.S.C. 1 et seq., and Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 ( 15 U.S.C. 78) specifies several exemptions from 
the application of certain provisions of section 16 of the Se- 
curities Exchange Act of 1934. Since the amendment gen- 
erally relieves restriction, notice and public procedure are 
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found to be unnecessary and contrary to the public interest. 
Accordingly, this amendment will become effective upon 
publication. 

Part 12, Chapter 1, Title 12 of the Code of Federal Regu- 
lations of the United States of America is amended by adding 
to the table and text of part 12 the following new sections: 

Table 

Sec. 

12.7 Exemption from section 16(b) of the Securities Ex- 

change Act of certain transactions by registered 
investment companies. 

12.8 Exemption from section 16(b) of the Securities Ex- 

change Act of certain transactions effected in 
connection with a distribution. 

12.9 Exemption of certain securities from section 16(c) 

of the Securities Exchange Act. 

12.10 Exemption from section 16(c) of the Securities Ex- 

change Act of certain transactions effected in 
connection with a distribution, 

12-11 Exemption from section 16(c) of the Securities Ex- 
change Act of sales of securities to be acquired, 
12.12 Arbitrage transactions under section 16 of the Se- 
curities Exchange Act. 

Regulations 

§12.7 Exemption from section 16(b) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of certain transations by registered investment 
companies. Any transaction of purchase and sale, or sale and 
purchase, of any equity security of a bank shall be exempt 
from the operation of section 16(b), as not compreheneded 
within the purpose of that section, if the transaction is ef- 
fected by an investment company registered under the Invest- 
ment Company Act of 1940 and both the purchase and sale 
of such security have been exempted from the provisions of 
section 17(a) of the Investment Company Act of 1940 by an 
order of the Securities and Exchange Commission entered 
pursuant to section 1 7 (b) of that act. 

§12,8 Exemption from section 16(b) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of certain transactions effected in connection 
with a distribution, (a) Any transaction of purchase and 
sale, or sale and purchase, of an equity security of a bank 
that is effected in connection with the distribution of a 
substantial block of such securities shall be exempt from the 
provisions of section 16(b), to the extent specified in this 
§12.8, as not comprehended within the purpose of section 
16(b), upon the following conditions: 

(1) The person effecting the transaction is engaged 
in the business of distributing securities and is partici- 
pating in good faith, in the ordinary course of such 
business, in the distribution of such block of securities; 

(2) The security involved in the transactions is (i) a 
part of such block of securities and is acquired by the 
person effecting the transaction, with a view to the dis- 
tribution thereof, from the bank or other person on 
whose behalf such securities are being distributed or 
from a person who is participating in good faith in the 
distribution of such block of securities, or (ii) a security 
purchased in good faith by or for the account of the 
person effecting the transaction for the purpose of 
stabilizing the market price of securities of the class 
being distributed or to cover an over-allotment or other 
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short position created in connection with such distribu- 
tion ; and 

(3) (a) Other persons not within the purview of sec- 
tion 16(b) are participating in the distribution of such 
block of securities on terms at least as favorable as those 
on which such person is participating and to an extent 
at least equal to the aggregate participation of all per- 
sons exempted from the provisions of section 16(b) by 
this §12.8. However, the performance of the functions 
of manager of a distributing group and the receipt of a 
bona fide payment for performing such functions shall 
not preclude an exemption that would otherwise be avail- 
able under this paragraph. 

(b) The exemption of a transaction pursuant to this 
|12.8, with respect to the participation therein of one 
party thereto shall not render such transaction exempt 
with respect to participation of any other party therein 
unless such other party also meets the conditions of 
this §12.8. 

§12.9 Exemption of certain securities from section J6(c) 
of the Securities Exchange Act. Any equity security of a 
bank shall be exempt from the operation of section 16(c) 
to the extent necessary to render lawful under such section 
the execution by a broker of an order for an account in 
which he had no direct or indirect interest. 

§12.10 Exemption from section 16{c) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of certain transactions effected in connection 
with a distribution. Any equity security of a bank shall be 
exempt from the operation of section 16(c) to the extent nec- 
essary to render lawful under such section any sale made 
by or on behalf of a dealer in connection with a distribution 
of a substantial block of the bank’s securities, upon the 
following conditions; 

(a) The sale is made with respect to an over-allotment 
in which the dealer is participating as a member of an 
underwriting group, or the deader or a person acting on 
his behalf intends in good faith to offset such sale with 
a security to be acquired by or on behalf of the dealer as 
a participant in an underwriting, selling, or solicidng- 
dealer group of which the dealer is a member at the 
time of the sale, whether or not the security to l>e so 
acquired is subject to a prior offering to existing security 
holders or some other class of persons; and 

(b) Other persons not within the purview of section 
16(c) are participating in the distribution of such block 
of securities on terms at least as favorable as those on 
which such dealer is participating and to an extent at 
least equal to the aggregate participation of all persons 
exempted from the provisions of section 16(c) by this 
§ 12.10. The performance of the functions of manager 
of a distributing group and the receipt of a bona fide 
payment for performing such functions shall not, how- 
ever, preclude an exemption that would otherwise be 
available under this § 12.10. 

I 12.11 Exemption from section 16{c) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of sales of securities to be acquired, (a) When- 
ever any person is entitled, as an incident to his ownership 
of an issued equity security of a bank and without the pay- 
ment of consideration, to receive another security of the 
bank “when issued” or, “when distributed,” the security to 


be acquired shall be exempt from the operation of section 
16(c) if— 

(1) The sale is made subject to the same condi- 
tions as those attaching to the right of acquisition; 

(2) Such person exercises reasonable diligence to 
deliver such security to the purchaser promptly after his 
right of acquisition matures ; and 

(3) Such person reports the sale on the appropriate 
form for reporting transactions by persons subject to 
section 16(a). 

(b) This I 12.11 shall not be construed as exempt- 
ing transactions involving both a sale of a security “when 
issued” or “when distributed” and a sale of the security 
by virtue of which the seller expects to receive the 
“when-issued” or “when-distributed” security, if the 
two transactions combined result in a sale of more units 
than the aggregate of those owned by the seller plus 
those to be received by him pursuant to his right of 
acquisition. 

§ 12-12 Arbitrage transactions under section 16 of the Se- 
curities Exchange Act. It shall be unlawful for any director 
or principal officer of a bank to effect any foreign or domestic 
arbitrage transaction in any equity security of the bank unless 
he shall include such transaction in the statements required 
by section 16(a) of the Securities Exchange Act and § 12.2 
and shall account to such bank for the profits arising from such 
transaction, as provided in section 16(b). The provisions of 
section 16(c) shall not apply to such arbitrage transactions. 
The provisions of § 12.2 and of section 16 shall not apply to 
any bona fide foreign or domestic arbitrage transaction inso- 
far 2 ts it is effected by any person other than such director 
or principal officer of the bank issuing such security. 


April 23, 1965. 

The attached is a copy of a Notice of Proposed Rule 
Making sent this date to the Federal Register for pub- 
lication. It adds a new part 17 of the regulations of 
this Office and requires that, if so provided in the 
bank’s articles of association or bylaws, a shareholder 
must give prior notice of his intention to nominate any 
person to the bank’s board of directors. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 

[12 CFR Part 17] 

Required Notification To Nominate Bank Directors 
Notice of Proposed Rule Making 

Notice is hereby given that the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency, pursuant to the authority contained in the National 
Banking Laws (R.S. 324 et seg., as amended; 12 U.S.C. 1 et 
seq.), is considering the adoption of a new regulation to be 
designated 12 CFR Part 17, relating to the requirement that 
notice be given prior to the nomination of a national bank 
director. 

Prior to the adoption of the regulation, consideration will be 
given to any written comments pertaining thereto which arc 
submitted within 30 days of the publication hereof to the 
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Comptroller of the Currency, Washington, D.C. All na- 
tional banks and other interested parties are invited to submit 
such comments. 

The proposed regulation follows: 

A new part 17 is added to read ^^Required Notification to 
Nominate Bank Directors ** 

Any national bank may provide in its articles of association 
or bylaws for a requirement that any shareholder who intends 
to nominate or to cause to have nominated any candidate for 
election to the board of directors (other than any candidate 
proposed by the bank’s present management) shall notify the 
bank’s chief executive officer and the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency. Such notification shall be sent by first class registered 
mail to each of the foregoing persons at least 21 days before 
the scheduled meeting of shareholders at which directors will 
be elected and shall contain to the extent known to the 
shareholder giving such notification : 

(1) the names and addresses of all nominees; 

(2) the principal present occupations of all such 
nominees; 

(3) the total number of shares that to the knowledge of 
the nominating shareholders may be voted for each 
of the proposed nominees; 

(4) the name and residence address of the nominating 
shareholder. 

If a national bank duly adopts the foregoing notice require- 
ments, any nomination for director not in accordance there- 
with, may be disregarded by the chairman of the meeting 
and the votes cast for each nominee may be disregarded by 
the vote tellers. In the event a person is nominated by more 
than one shareholder, the nomination shall be honored and 
all shares shall be counted if at least one nomination for that 
person complies with this regulation. 

February 16, 1965. 

The attached is a copy of a Notice of Rule Making 
sent this date to the Federal Register for publication. 
It amends section 11.5 of the regulations of this Office 
by requiring those persons who solicit proxies other 
than on behalf of management, to notify the bank’s 
management in writing at the time of the solicitation. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 

[12 CFRPart 11] 

Solicitation of Proxies 
Notice of Rule Making 

Notice is hereby given that the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency pursuant to the authority contained in paragraph 
Seventh of R.S. 5136, as amended, 12 U.S.C. 24, has adopted 
a revision of part 1 1 relating to the solicitation of proxies from 
shareholders of national banks. 

All national banks and other interested parties were invited 
to submit comments on January 7, 1965. 

The proposed revision, to be effective immediately, amends 
part 11 of title 12 of the Code of Federal Regulations of 
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the United States by inserting after the first sentence ol 
section 11.5(c) the following: 

Simultaneously with tlie filing of such material with the 
Comptroller, one copy of all such material shall be sent b> 
first class, registered or certified mail to the attention of the 
president or senior vice president of the bank at its main 
office. 


December 31, 1964. 

Since the passage of the recent amendments to the 
Internal Revenue Code dealing with the subject of 
employee stock option and stock purchase plans, many 
banks have expressed interest in adopting employee 
stock option or stock purchase plans which might not 
qualify for the special tax treatment afforded to re- 
stricted and qualified stock option plans and to stock 
purchase plans meeting the definitions contained in the 
Code. 

Employees and banks operating under a non- 
qualified plan presumably would be subject to tax- 
ation in the usual manner on transactions entered into 
pursuant thereto. This Office perceives no considera- 
tion of public policy which should prevent the man- 
agement of a national bank, desiring to adopt a non- 
qualified plan, from doing so on the basis of the same 
business and competitive conditions which govern the 
actions of business corporations generally in this area. 

Accordingly, we have amended our regulations this 
date, a copy of which is attached, to eliminate as a 
prerequisite to the appioval of this Office, that stock 
option or purchase plans must qualify under the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended. In place 
of the former requirements, a set of general guidelines 
for obtaining approval of this Office for plans, is con- 
tained in the amended regulations. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
comptroller of the currency 
[12 CFR Part 13] 

Employee Stock Option and Stock Purchase Plans 

Part 13 — Employee Stock Option and Stock Pur- 
chase Plans 

This amendment issued under authority of R.S. 324, et seq., 
as amended, 12 U.S.C. 1, et seq., permits national banks, de- 
siring to do so, to adopt employee stock option or stock pur- 
chase plans which do not qualify for special tax treatment un- 
der the Internal Revenue Act. Since the amendment relieves 
restriction, notice and public procedure are found to be un- 
necessar)' and contrary to the public interest. Accordingly, 
this amendment will become effective on publication. 

Part 13, Chapter I, title 12 of the Code of Federal Regula- 
tions of the United States of America is amended by revising 
§ 13.1 to read as follows: 

§ 13.1 Scope and Application. Any national bank may 
grant options to purchase, sell, or enter into agreements to sell, 
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shares of its capita! stock to its eniployees, whether or not 
such transactions quality for special tax treatment under the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended, and regula- 
tions promulgated thereunder, provided that the following 
conditions are met: 

faj Application for approval shall be made to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency, Washington, D.C., 20220, in the 
form of a letter accompanied by the following information: 

( 1 ) A description of all material provisions of tlm plan. 

(2) Proposed notice of shareholders’ meeting, proxy and 
proxy statement. 

(3) Number of shares of authorized but unissued stock 
to be allocated to the plan. 

(4) Proposed amendments to articles of association cre- 
ating authorized but unissued stock and eliminating 
preemptive rights as to the shares reserved under the 
plan: 

(b) The plan is administered by a committee, none of 
whose members may participate in the plan; 

(c) The number of shares allocable to any person under 
the plan is reasonable In relation to the purpose of the plan 
and the needs of the bank ; and 

(d) In the case of a stock option plan, the number of shares 
subject to the plan is not unreasonable in relation to the 
bank’s capital structure and anticipated growth. 


September 24, 1964. 

This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of 
July 9, 1964, in which you ask whether a director’s 
qualifying shares may be held jointly with another 
director, as tenancy in common, for the purposes of 12 
U.S.C. 72. 

Title 12 U.S.C. 72 requires that every director must 
own in his own right shares of capital stock aggregat- 
ing not less than $1,000 par value. Each coowner, in 
a tenancy in common, owns outright an undivided 
portion of the whole and upon his death title to his 
portion passes to his estate, not to a surviving coowner. 
Because of the nature of tenancy in common, stocks 
held in tiiis manner will qualify under 12 U.S.C. 72 
if the aggregate par \'alue of shares held in this man- 
ner is siifHcient to allow $1,000 par value to be held 
by each coowner when the total par value held in this 
manner is divided by the number of coowners. 

August 19, 1965. 

To the Presidents of all National Banks: 

Wc are pleased to enclose herewith copies of the 
latest revised fonns of articles of association and bylaws 
for national banks. These sample documents have 
been prepared and are being distributed as a service to 
the directors and officers of national banks. There is 
no statutory or regulatory requirement that any set 
form of articles or bylaws be adopted. 


Our law department has endeavored to incorporate 
in the sample articles and bylaws the most modem 
provisions for corporate practice. In particular, the 
sample documents incorporate model provisions cover- 
ing all of the mlings issued by this Office, the use of 
which has been made contingent upon particular pro- 
visions being contained in the articles or bylaws. 

The attention of management is especially called 
to the following new provisions incorporated in the 
sample documents: 

I. Articles of Association 

(a) Adding Directors Between Shareholder Meetings. 
Article THIRD permits the number of the directors to be 
fixed, within the minimum and maximum limits contained 
in the Articles, by resolution, from time to lime, of the share- 
holders or by the Board of Directors acting by majority vote 
of the full board. In this connection careful attention is 
directed to Section 2.2 of the new model Bylaws attached 
hereto. New suggested Bylaw 2.2 provides that where the 
number of directors last elected by shareholders is fifteen or 
less, the directors are permitted, by vote of a majority of the 
full Board, to increase the Board by not more than two over 
the number last elected by shareholders. Where the number 
of directors last elected by shareholders is sixteen or more, 
the Board of Directors, by vote of a majority of the full Board, 
may increase the Board by not more than four members over 
the number last elected by shareholders. This represents a 
change in our published Regulation 7.5, which limits increases 
between shareholder meetings to not more than two directors 
regardless of the size of the Board. A revised Regulation 7.5 
is being published in the Federal Register and a copy is 
enclosed. 

(b) Date for Annual Meeting of Shareholders. Article 
FOURTH takes advantage of the statute enacted last year 
which permits the date of the annual meeting of shareholders 
to be set in the Bylaws rather than in the Articles. 

(c) Advance Notice of Nonmanagement Nommations for 
Director. Article FOURTH also contains provisions for ad- 
vance notice of nonmanagement nominations for directors 
as permitted in our recently published Regulation 17. An 
addition to the suggested form which was sent out with Regu- 
lation 17 on May 27, 1965, has been made, in that the items 
of information required to be contained in the notice of 
nomination have been set out in the Articles. 

(d) Authorized but Unissued Shares. In Article FIFTH, 
provisions have been made for the rcser\'ation of authorized 
but unissued shares. Alternative provisions providing for 
pre-emptive rights or eliminating them are given. 

(e) Issuance of Capital Debentures Without Specific 
Shareholder Approval. A provision is added to Article 
FIFTH authorizing the Association to issue debt obligations, 
including capital notes, without the specific approval of share- 
holders. This is a modification of the rule previously con- 
tained in Section 14.5(b) of our regulations. A revised Regu- 
lation 14.5 is being published in the Federal Register and a 
copy is enclosed. 
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(f) Calls of Special Meetings of Shareholders by Minority 
Shareholders. In Article NINTH the number of shareholders 
necessary to call a special meeting, without the approval of 
the Board of Directors, has been increased from 10 percent 
to 25 percent of outstanding stock. 

(g) Indemnification of Directors. Provisions indemnifying 
directors and officers against legal expenses and other expenses 
incurred in defending suits brought against them by reason of 
their connection with the bank have been revised to provide 
the maximum protection available in this area. 

II. Model Bylaws 

(a) General Form. The Bylaws have been divided into 
Articles and Sections so that not more than one subject is 
taken up in each Section. All of the provisions concerning 
the Trust Department are contained in Article FIFTH so 
that banks without Trust Departments may merely omit the 
entire Article. 

(b) Special Shareholder Meetings. The provision for call- 
ing special shareholder meetings referred to in paragraph I (f ) 
above is also contained in Section 1.2 of the Bylaws. 

(c) Nominations for Directors. The provision for advance 
notice of non-management nominations referred to in para- 
graph 1(c) above is also contained in Section 1.3 of the 
Bylaws. 

(d) Number of Directors. Provisions for increases of the 
Board within the expanded limits discussed in paragraph 1(a) 
above is contained in Section 2.2 of the Bylaws. 

(e) Committees of the Board. Article III contains some 
suggested provisions for setting up committees. However, it 
is emphasized in instructions that the Board of Directors is 
solely responsible for the management of the Association and 
that this responsibility may not be delegated. The manner of 
delegating duties, as distinguished from responsibilities rests 
solely in the discretion of the Board of Directors. 

(f) Cashier Not Necessary. In Section 4.4, the duties pre- 
viously ascribed to a Cashier have been assigned to the Secre- 
tary, Cashier or any other designated officer whom the Board 
of Directors wishes to carry on the functions usually performed 
by a corporate secretary. 

(g) Trust Department. Article V contains all the provi- 
sions applicable to the Trust Department. Here, as in con- 
nection with committees generally, it is in the sole discretion 
of the Board of Directors to determine how it wishes to dele- 
gate its fiduciary duties. The only required committee is 
that contained in Regulation 9 that there be a Trust Audit 
Committee. The appointment of trust officers and a Trust 
Investment Committee is up to the discretion of the Board, 
if it is desired to have such officers or committees. Sample 
provisions are provided in this regard. 

(h) Stock Certificates, Corporate Seal, Execution of In- 
struments, etc. All references to the Cashier have hen ampli- 
fied to permit his functions to be carried out by a Secretary, 
Assistant Scretary or any other designated officer. 

We trust that the enclosures will be helpful to both 
new and existing banks in the modernization of their 
corporate documents. National Bank officers and di- 
rectors are invited to consult members of our Law 
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Department at any time on questions concerning theii 
use. 

DEPARTMEN3’ OF THE TREASURY 

COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 

[12 CFR Part 7] 

Interpretations 

This amendment, issued pursuant to the authority 
cont^ned in the national banking laws (R.S. 324 et 
seq.; as amended; 12 U.S.G. 1 et seq.) modifies the 
interpretation of 12 U.S.G. 71a on the subject of 
the election of directors of national banks. Since the 
amendment relieves restriction, notice and public pro- 
cedure are found to be unnecessary in the public 
interest. Accordingly, this amendment will become 
effective upon publication. 

Section 7.5(c) of part 7, chapter 1, title 12 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations is amended to read as 
follows: 

(c) The Comptroller is of the opinion that, if so author- 
ized by the bank’s Articles of Association or an amendment 
thereto, a majority of the full board of directors of a national 
bank may properly increase the number of directors within 
the limits specified in 12 U.S.G. 71a and appoint persons to 
fill the resulting vacancies between meetings of stockholders. 
It is, however, the Compp-oller’s view that such authority 
should not be exercised to increase the number of directors 
to a number which: (i) exceeds by more than two the num- 
ber of directors last elected by shareholden where such num- 
ber was fifteen or less; (ii) which exceeds by more than four 
the number of directors last elected by shareholders where 
such number was sixteen or more. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
comptroller of the currency 
[12 CFR Part 14] 

Changes in Capital Structure 

This amendment, issued pursuant to the authority 
contained in the national banking laws (R.S. 324 et 
seq.; as amended; 12 U.S.G. 1 et seq.) permits the issu- 
ance of capital debentures by national banks without 
specific approval by sharijholders, where such proce- 
dure is authorized by the bank’s Articles of Association. 
Since the amendment relieves restriction, notice and 
public procedure are found to be unnecessary in the 
public interest. Accordingly, this amendment will be- 
come effective upon publication. 

Section 14.5(b) of part 14, chapter 1, title 12 of the 
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Code of Federal Regulations is amended by the addi- 
tion of the following after the word ‘Vote” : or with- 
out such approval if authorized by its Articles of 
Association,”. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

COMPTROLLER OF THE CURRENCY 

[12 CFR Part 13] 

Employee Stock Option and Stock Purchase Plans 

This amendment issued under authority of R.S. 324 
■ct seq., as amended, 12 U.S.C. 1, et seq., permits na- 
tional banks to issue stock certificates to those who 
have purchased the bank’s stock pursuant to the exer- 
cise of stock options under an approved stock option 
or purchase plan duly approved by the bank’s share- 
holders and the Comptroller of the Currency, prior 
to the submission of a notice of the Comptroller that 
the purchase price of such stock has been paid into 
the bank and prior to the receipt of the Comptroller’s 
certificate of approval. 

Since the amendment relieves existing restriction, 
notice and public procedure are found to be unneces- 
sary and contrary to public interest. Accordingly, this 
amendment will become effective on publication. 

Part 13, chapter I, title 12 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations of the United States of America is 
amended by revising section 13.3 to read as follows: 

13.3 Terms and Proeedures. Employee stock option and 
stock purchase plans or agreements may provide that options 
may be exercisable or that shares may be purchased on any 
business day. Stock certificates representing the shares pur- 
chased pursuant to the exercise of options may be validly 
issued to such purchasers upon receipt of the purchase price. 

The increase in capital represented by stock cer- 
tificates issued pursuant to this section will not be 
applicable, however, for the purposes of permitted 
investment in banking premises, 12 U.S.C. 37 Id, per- 
mitted indebtedness, 12 U.S.C. 82, branches, 12 U.S.C. 
36 and other like purposes, until a notarized notice 
specifying the amount paid into the bank therefor, 
shall be executed by the president, vice president or 
cashier of the bank and filed with the Comptroller, 
and until the Comptrollers Certificate has been ob- 
tained specifying the amount of such increase of capital 
stock, and his approval thereof, and that it has been 
duly paid in as part of the capital of such association. 


THE 

Charter No. 

Articles of Association 

For the purpose of organizing an Association to carry 
on the business of banking under the laws of the 
United States, the undersigned do enter into the 
following Articles of Association : 

[The paragraphs marked with an asterisk are op- 
tional. Other provisions not contrary to law may be 
added.] 

FIRST. The title of this Association shall be 


SECOND. The main office of the Association shall 

be in County of 

State of 

The general business of the Association shall be con- 
ducted at its main office and its branches. 

THIRD. The Board of Directors of this Associa- 
tion shall consist of not less than five nor more than 
twenty-five shareholders, the exact number of Direc- 
tors within such minimum and maximum limits to be 
fixed and determined from time to time by resolution 
of a majority of the full Board of Directors or by reso- 
lution of the shareholders at any annual or special 
meeting thereof. Unless otherwise provided by the 
laws of the United States, any vacancy in the Board 
of Directors for any reason, including an increase in 
the number thereof, may be filled by action of the 
Board of Directors. 

FOURTH. The annual meeting of the sharehold- 
ers for the election of Directors and the transaction of 
whatever other business may be brought before said 
meeting shall be held at the main office or such other 
place as the Board of Directors may designate, on the 
day of each year specified therefor in the Bylaws, but 
if no election is held on that day, it may be held on any 
subsequent day according to the provisions of law; and 
all elections shall be held according to such lawful reg- 
ulations as maybe prescribed by the Board of Directors. 

Nominations for election to the Board of Directors 
may be made by the Board of Directors or by any 
stockholder of any outstanding class of capital stock of 
the bank entitled to vote for election of directors. 
Nominations, other than those made by or on behalf 
of the existing management of the bank, shall be made 
in writing and shall be delivered or mailed to the Presi- 
dent of the bank and to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency, Washington, D.C., not less than 14 days nor 
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more than 50 days prior to any meeting of stockhold- 
ers called for the election of directors, Provided, how- 
ever, That if less than 21 days’ notice of the meeting 
is given to shareholders, such nomination shall be 
mailed or delivered to the President of the bank and 
to the Comptroller of the Currency not later than the 
close of business on the seventh day following the day 
on which the notice of meeting was mailed. Such 
notification shall contain the following information to 
the extent known to the notifying shareholder: (a) 
The name and address of each proposed nominee; 
(6) the principal occupation of each proposed nomi- 
nees; (c)the total number of shares of capital stock 
of the bank that will be voted for each proposed nomi- 
nee; (d) the name and residence of the notifying share- 
holder; and {e) the number of shares of capital stock 
of the Bank owned by the notifying shareholder. 
Nominations not made in accordance herewith may, 
in his discretion, be disregarded by the chairman of the 
meeting, and upon his instructions, the vote tellers may 
disregard all votes cast for each such nominee.* 
FIFTH. The authorized amount of capital stock 

of this Association shall be shares of common 

stock of the par value of dollars ($ ) 

each; but said capital stock may be increased or de- 
creased from time to time, in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the laws of the United States. 

Instruction: With the prior approval of the 
Comptroller of the Currency, the authorized 
amount of capital stocks may include a number of 
shares to be held by the association as authorized 
but unissued shares. Authorized but unissued 
shares may be issued from time to time in the 
discretion of the Board of Directors, with the 
prior approval of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency, for any proper consideration. 

[Use one of the following two paragraphs or insert 
other lawful provisions as to shareholders’ pre- 
emptive rights.] 

If the capital stock is increased by the sale of addi- 
tional shares thereof, each shareholder shall be entitled 
to subscribe for such additional shares in proportion 
to the number of shares of said capital stock owned by 
him at the time the increase is authorized by the share- 
holders, unless another time subequent to the date of 
the shareholders’ meeting is specified in a resolution 
adopted by the shareholders at the time the increase 
is authorized. The Board of Directors shall have the 
power to prescribe a reasonable period of time within 
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which the pre-emptive rights to subscribe to the new 
shares of capital stock must be exercised.* 

No holder of shares of the capital stock of any class 
of the corporation shall have any pre-emptive or pref- 
erential right of subscription to any shares of any class 
of stock of the corporation, whether now or hereafter 
authoiized, or to any obligations convertible into stock 
of the corporation, issued or sold, nor any right of sub- 
scription to any thereof other than such, if any, as 
the Board of Directors, in its discretion, may from time 
to time determine and at such price as the Board of 
Directors may from time to time.* 

The Association, at any time and from time to time, 
may authorize and issue debt obligations, whether or 
not subordinated, without the approval of the 
shareholders.* 

SIXTH. The Board of Directors shall appoint one 
of its members President of this Association, who shall 
be Chairman of the Board, unless the Board appoints 
another director to be the Chairman. The Board of 
Directors shall have the power to appoint one or more 
Vice Presidents; and to appoint a Cashier and such 
other officers and employees as may be required to 
transact the business of this Association. 

The Board of Directors shall have the power to 
define the duties of the officers and employees of the 
Association; to fix the salaries to be paid to them; 
to dismiss them; to require bonds from them and to fix 
the penalty thereof ; to regulate the manner in which 
any increase of the capital of the Association shall be 
made; to manage and administer the business and 
affairs of the Association; to make all Bylaws that it 
may be lawful for them to make; and generally to do 
and perform all acts that it may be legal for a Board 
of Directors to do and perform. 

SEVENTH. The Board of Directors shall have the 
power to change the location of the main office to any 

other place within the limits of , 

without the approval of the shareholders but subject 
to the approval of the Comptroller of the Currency; 
and shall have the power to establish or change the 
location of any branch or branches of the Association 
to any other location, without the approval of the 
shareholders but subject to the approval of the Comp- 
troller of the Currency. 

EIGHTH. The corporate existence of this Associ- 
ation shall continue until terminated in accordance 
with the laws of the United States. 

NINTH. The Board of Directors of this Associ- 
ation, or any three or more shareholders owning, in 
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the aggregate, not less thdn 2.:i percent oC the stock 
o{ this Association, may cal] a special meeting of share- 
holders at any time.^ Unless otherwise provided by 
the laws of the United States, a notice of the time, 
place, and purpose of every^ annual and special meet- 
ing of the shareholders shall be given by first-class 
mail, postage prepaid, mailed at least 10 days prior 
to the date of such meeting to each shareholder of 
record at his address as shown upon the books of this 
Association. 

TENTH. Any person, his heirs, executors, or ad- 
ministrators, may be indemnified or reimbursed by the 
Association for reasonable expenses actually incurred 
ill connection with any action, suit, or proceeding, 
civil or criminal, to which he or they shall be made a 
party by reason of his being or having been a director, 
officer, or employee of the x^ssociation cr of any firm, 
corporation, or organization which he sensed in any 
such capacity at the recjuest of the Association: 
Provided, hozvever, That no person shall be so indem- 
nihed or reimbursed in relation to any matter in such 
action, suit, or proceeding as to wdiich he shall finally 
be adjudged to have been quilty of or liable for negli- 
gence or willful misconduct in the performance of his 
duties to the Association: And. Provided further, That 
no person shall be so indemnified or reimbursed in 
relation to anv matter in such action, suit, or proceed- 
ing which has been made tlic subject of a compromise 
settlement except with the approval of a court of com- 
petent jurisdiction, or the holders of record of a major- 
ity of the outstanding shares of the Association, or the 
Board of Directors, acting by vote of directors not 
parties to the same or substantially the same action, 
suit, or proceeding, constituting a majority of the 
whole number of the directors. The foregoing right 
of indemnification or reimbursement shall not be ex- 
clusive of other rights to which such person, his heirs, 
executors, or administrators, may be entitled as 
a matter of law.* 

ELEVENTH. These Articles of Association may 
be amended at any regular or special meeting of the 
shareholders by the affimiative vote of the holders of 
a majority of the stock of this Association, unless the 
vote of the holders of a greater amount of stock is re- 
quired by law, and in that case by the vote of the 
holders of such greater amount. 

^ If this language* is not used, alternative procedure for the 
calling of special meetings of shareholders should be provided 
for. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto set 

our hands this day of , 19 — . 

{To be signed by not less than five persons uniting to 
form the Association) 


NATIONAL BANK 

BYLAWS 
Article I 

Meetings of Shareholders 

Section 1.1 Annual Meeting. The regular an- 
nual meeting of the shareholders for the election of 
directors and the transaction of whatever other busi- 
ness may properly come before the meeting, shall be 
held at the Main Office of the Association, No 


Street, City of , or such other place 

as the Board of Directors may designate, at 

o’clock, on the of of each year. Notice 


of such meeting shall be mailed, postage prepaid, at 
least 10 days prior to the date thereof, addressed to 
each shareholder at his address appearing on the books 
of the Association. If, from any cause, an election of 
directors is not made on the said day, the Board of 
Directors shall order the election to be held on some 
subsequent day, as soon thereafter as practicable, ac- 
cording to the provisions of law; and notice thereof 
shall be given in the manner herein provided for the 
annual meeting. 

Sec. 1.2. Special Meetings. Except as otherwise 
specifically provided by statute, special meetings of the 
shareholders may be called for any purpose at any time 
by the Board of Directors or by any three or more 
shareholders owming, in the aggregate, not less than 
25 percent of the stock of the Association. Every such 
special meeting, unless otherwise provided by law, shall 
be called by mailing, postage prepaid, not less than 
10 days prior to the date fixed for such meeting, to 
each shareholder at his address appearing on the books 
of the Association, a notice stating the purpose of the 
meeting.* 

Sec. 1.3. Nominations for Director. Nominations 
for election to the Board of Directors may be made by 
the Board of Directors or by any stockholder of any 
outstanding class of capital stock of the bank entitled 
to vote for the election of directors. Nominations, 

311 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 



other than those made by or on behalf of the existing 
management of the bank, shall be made in writing and 
shall be delivered or mailed to the President of the 
bank and to the Comptroller of the Currency, 
Washington, D.C., not less than 14 days nor more 
than 50 days prior to any meeting of stockholders 
called for the election of directors, provided however, 
that if less than 2 1 days’ notice of the meeting is given 
to shareholders, such nomination shall be mailed or 
delivered to the President of the bank and to the 
Comptroller of the Currency not later than the close 
of business on the seventh day following the day on 
which the notice of meeting was mailed. Such notifi- 
cation shall contain the following information to the 
extent known to the notifying shareholder: (< 2 ) The 
name and address of each proposed nominee; {b) the 
principal occupation of each proposed nominee; 
(c) the total number of shares of capital stock of the 
bank that will be voted for each proposed nominee; 
{d) the name and residence address of the notifying 
shareholder; and (^)the number of shares of capital 
stock of the bank owned by the notifying shareholder, 
Nominations not made in accordance herewith may, 
in his discretion, be disregarded by the chairman of the 
meeting, and upon his instructions, the vote tellers may 
disregard all votes cast for each such nominee.# 

Sec. 1.4. Judges of Election. Every election of 
directors shall be managed by three judges, who shall 
be appointed from among the shareholders by the 
Board of Directors. The judges of election shall hold 
and conduct the election at which they are appointed 
to serve; and, after the election, they shall file with the 
Cashier a certificate under their hands, certifying the 
result thereof and the names of the directors elected. 
The judges of election, at the request of the Chairman 
of the meeting, shall act as tellers of any other vote by 
ballot taken at such meeting, and shall certify the result 
thereof.* 

Sec. 1.5. Proxies. Shareholders may vote at any 
meeting of the shareholders by proxies duly authorized 
in writing, but no officer or employee of this Associa- 
tion shall act as proxy. Proxies shall be valid only for 
one meeting, to be specified therein, and any adjourn- 
ments of such meeting. Proxies shall be dated and 
shall be filed with the records of the meeting. 

Sec. 1.6. Quorum. A majority of the outstanding 
capital stock, represented in person or by proxy, shall 
constitute a quorum at any meeting of shareholders, 
unless otherwise provided by law; but less than a 
quorum may adjourn any meeting, from time to time, 
and the meeting may be held, as adjourned, without 
further notice. A majority of the votes cast shall 
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decide every question or matter submitted to the share- 
holders at any meeting, unless otherwise provided b> 
law or by the Articles of Association. 

Article II 

DIRECTORS 

Sec. 2.1. Board of Directors. The Board of Direc- 
tors (hereinafter refened to as the “Board”), shall 
have power to manage and administer the busi- 
ness and affairs of thii Association. Except as ex- 
pressly limited by law, all corporate powers of the 
Association shall be vested in and may be exercised by 
said Board. 

Sec. 2.2. Number. The Board shall consist of not 
less than 5 nor more than 25 shareholders, the exact 
number within such minimum and maximum limits to 
be fixed and determined from time to time by resolu- 
tion of a majority of the full Board or by resolution 
of the shareholders at any meeting thereof; Provided^, 
however. That a majority of the full Board of Direc- 
tors may not increase the number of directors to a num- 
ber which; (i) exceeds by more than 2 the number of 
directors last elected by shareholders where such num- 
ber was 15 or less; and («) to a number which exceeds 
by more than 4 the number of directors last elected 
by shareholders where such number was 16 or more, 
but in no event shall the number of directors exceed 
25. 

Sec. 2.3. Organization Meeting. The Cashier, 
upon receiving the certificate of the judges, of the re- 
sult of any election, shall notify the directors-elect of 
their election and of the time at which they are re- 
quired to meet at the Main Office of the Association 
for the purpose of organizing the new Board and elect- 
ing and appointing officers of the Association for the 
succeeding year. Such meeting shall be appointed to 
be held on the day of the election or as soon thereafter 
as practicable, and, in any event, within thirty days 
thereof. If, at tlie time fixed for such meeting, there 
shall not be a quorum present, the directors present 
may adjourn the meeting, from time to time, until a 
quorum is obtained. 

Sec. 2.4. Regular Meetings. The Regular Meet- 
ings of the Board of Directors shall be held, without 

notice, on the of c^ach at the 

Main Office. When any regular meeting of the Board 
falls upon a holiday, the meeting shall be held on the 
next banking business day unless the Board shall desig- 
nate some other day. 

Sec. 2.5. Special Meetings. Special meetings of 
the Board of Directors may be called by the 
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of the Association, or at the request of three 

(3) or more directors. Each member of the Board of 
Directors shall be given notice stating the time and 
place, by telegram, letter, or in person, of each such 
special meeting.* 

Sec. 2.6. Quorum. A majority of the directors 
shall constitute a quorum at any meeting, except when 
otherwise provided by law; but a less number may ad- 
journ any meeting, from time to time, and the meeting 
may be held, as adjourned, without further notice.* 
Sec. 2.7. Vacancies. When any vacancy occurs 
among the directors, the remaining members of the 
Board, in accordance with the laws of the United 
States, may appoint a director to fill such vacancy at 
any regular meeting of the Board, or at a special 
meeting called for that purpose. 

Article III 

COMMITTEES OF THE BOARD 

[Instruction: The Board of Directors has power 
over and is solely responsible for the management 
and administration of the Association. The 
Board of Directors may delegate such of its powers 
(but not any of its responsibilities) to such per- 
sons or Committees as the Board may determine. 
If it is desired to have a Discount Committee, 
Examining Committee, or other Committees, the 
following sections may be used.] 

Sec. 3.1. Discount Committee. There shall be a 
Discount Committee composed of Directors, ap- 

pointed by the Board annually or more often. The 
Discount Committee shall have power to discount and 
purchase bills, notes and other evidences of debt, to 
buy and sell bills of exchange, to examine and approve 
loans and discounts, to exercise authority regard- 
ing loans and discounts, and to exercise, when the 
Board is not in session, all other powers of the Board 
that may lawfully be delegated. The Discount Com- 
mittee shall keep minutes of its meetings, and such 
minutes shall be submitted at the next regular meeting 
of the Board of Directors at which a quorum is pres- 
ent, and any action taken by the Board with respect 
thereto shall be entered in the minutes of the Board. 
Sec. 3.2. Examining Committee. There shall be an 

Examining Committee composed of not less than 

Directors appointed by the Board annually or more 
often, whose duty it shall be to make an examination 
every 6 months into the affairs of the Association, and 
to report the result of such examination in writing to 
the Board at the next regular meeting thereafter. 
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Such report shall state whether the Association is in a 
sound condition, whether adequate internal audit con- 
trols and procedures are being maintained and shall 
recommend to the Board such changes in the manner 
of doing business or conducting the affairs of the Asso- 
ciation as shall be deemed advisable. 

Sec, 3.3. Other Committees, The Board of Direc- 
tors may appoint from time to time, from its own mem- 
bers, other committees of one or more persons, for 
such purposes and with such powers as the Board may 
determine. 

Article IV 

OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 

Sec. 4.1. Chairman of the Board. The Board of 
Directors shall appoint one of its members to be Chair- 
man of the Board to serve at the pleasure of the Board. 
He shall preside at all meetings of the Board of Direc- 
tors. The Chairman of the Board shall supervise the 
carrying out of the policies adopted or approved by 
the Board. He shall have general executive powers, 
as well as the specific powers conferred by these 
Bylaws. He shall also have and may exercise such 
further powers and duties as from time to time may 
be conferred upon, or assigned to, him by the Board 
of Directors. 

Sec. 4.2. President. The Board of Directors shall 
appoint one of its members to be President of the 
Association. In the absence of the Chairman, he shall 
preside at any meeting of the Board. The President 
shall have general executive powers, and shall have 
and may exercise any and all other powers and duties 
pertaining by law, regulation, or practice, to the office 
of President, or imposed by these Bylaws. He shall 
also have and may exercise such further powers and 
duties as from time to time may be conferred upon, or 
assigned to, him by tbe Board of Directors. 

Sec. 4.3 Vice President. The Board of Directors 
may appoint one or more Vice Presidents. Each Vice 
President shall have such powers and duties as may be 
assigned to him by the Board of Directors. One Vice 
President shall be designated by the Board of Directors, 
in the absence of the President, to perform all the 
duties of the President. 

Sec. 4.4 Secretary. The Board of Directors shall 
appoint a Secretary, Cashier, or other designated offi- 
cer who shall be Secretary of the Board and of the 
Association, and shall keep accurate minutes of all 
meetings. He shall attend to the giving of all notices 
required by these Bylaws to be given. He shall be 
custodian of the corporate seal, records, documents 
and papers of the Association. He shall provide for 
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the keeping of proper records of all transactions of the 
Association. He shall have and may exercise any and 
all other powers and duties pertaining by law, regula- 
tion or practice, to the office of Cashier, or imposed by 
these Bylaws. He shall also perform such other duties 
as may be assigned to him, from time to time, by the 
Board of Directors. 

Sec. 4.5. Other Officers. The Board of Directors 
may appoint one or more Assistant Vice Presidents, 
one or more Trust Officers, one or more Assistant 
Secretaries, one or more Assistant Cashiers, one or 
more Managers and Assistant Managers of Branches 
and such other officers and Attomeys-in-fact as from 
time to time may appear to the Board of Directors to 
be required or desirable to transact the business of the 
Association. Such officers shall respectively exercise 
such powers and perform such duties as pertain to 
their several offices, or as may be conferred upon, or 
assigned to, them by the Board of Directors, the Chair- 
man of the Board, or the President. 

Sec. 4.6. Clerks and Agents. The Board of Di- 
rectors may appoint, from time to time, such Paying 
Tellers, Receiving Tellers, Note Tellers, Vault Cus- 
todians, bookkeepers and other clerks, agents and em- 
ployees as it may deem advisable for the prompt and 
orderly transaction of the business of the Association, 
define their duties, fix the salaries to be paid them and 
dismiss them. Subject to the authority of the Board 
of Directors, the President, or any other officer of the 
Association authorized by him, may appoint and dis- 
miss all or any clerks, agents and employees and pre- 
scribe their duties and the conditions of their employ- 
ment, and from time to time fix their compensation. 

Sec. 4.7. Tenure of Office. The President shall 
hold his office for the current year for which the Board 
of which he shall be a member was elected, unless he 
shall resign, become disqualified, or be removed, and 
any vacany occurring in the office of President shall 
be filled promptly by the Board of Directors. 

Article V# 

TRUST DEPARTMENT 

Sec. 5.1. Trust Department. There shall be a 
department of the Association known as the Trust 
Department which shall perform the fiduciary respon- 
sibilities of the Association. 

[Instruction: The Board of Directors has power 
and is solely responsible for the management and 
administration of the Trust Department, The 
Board of Directors may delegate such of its 


fiduciary powers (but not any of its fiduciary 
responsibilities) to such persons or Committees 
as the Board may determine. It is a requirement 
of Regulation 9 that there be a Trust Audit Com- 
mittee. If it is desired to have a Trust Officer or 
Trust Investment Committee, Sections 5.2 and 
5.3 may be used.] 

Sec. 5,2. Trust Officer. There shall be a Trust 
Officer of this Association whose duties shall be to 
manage, supervise and direct all the activties of the 
Trust Department. He shall do or cause to be done 
all things necessary or proper in carrying on the busi- 
ness of the Trust Department in accordance with pro- 
visions of law and applicable regulations. He shall 
act pursuant to opinion of counsel where such opinion 
is deemed necessary. Opinions of counsel shall be 
retained on file in connection with all important mat- 
ters pertaining to fiduciary activities. The Trust Offi- 
cer shall be responsible for all assets and documents 
held by the Association in connection with fiduciary 
matters. 

The Board of Directors may appoint such other 
officers of the Trust Department as it may deem neces- 
sary, with such duties as may be assigned. 

Sec. 5.3. Trust Investment Committee. There 
shall be a Trust Investment Committee of this Asso- 
ciation composed of members, who shall be 

capable and experienced officers or directors of the 
Association. All investments of funds held in a fidu- 
ciary capacity shall be made, retained or disposed of 
only with the approval of the Trust Investment Com- 
mittee; and the Conrunittee shall keep minutes of all 
its meetings, showing the disposition of all matters con- 
sidered and passed upon by it. The Committee shall, 
promptly after the acceptance of an account for which 
the bank has investment responsibilities, review the as- 
sets thereof, to determine the advisability of retaining 
or disposing of such assets. The Committee shall con- 
duct a similar review at least once during each calen- 
dar year thereafter and within fifteen months of the 
last such review. A report of all such reviews, to- 
gether with the action taken as a result thereof, shall be 
noted in the minutes of the Committee. 

Sec, 5.4. Trust Audit Committee. The Board of 
Directors shall appoint a committee of Direc- 

tors, exclusive of any active officers of the Association, 
which shall, at least once during each calendar year 
and within fifteen months of the last such audit make 
suitable audits of the Trust Department or cause suit- 
able audits to be made by auditors responsible only to 
the Board of Directors, and at such time shall ascer- 
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tain whether the department iias been administered in 
accordance with law, Regulation 9, and sound fidu- 
ciary principles. 

Sec. 5.5. Trust Department Files. There shall be 
maintained in the Trust Department files containing 
all fiduciary records necessary to assure that its fidu- 
ciary responsibilities have been properly undertaken 
and discharged. 

Sec. 5.6. Trust Investments. Funds held in a fidu- 
ciary capacity shall be invested in accordance with the 
instrument establishing the fiduciary relationship and 
local law. Where such instrument does not specify 
the character and class of investments to be made and 
does not vest in the bank a discretion in the matter, 
funds held pursuant to such instrument shall be in- 
vested in investments in which corporate fiduciaries 
may invest under local law. 

Article VI 

STOCK AND STOCK CERTIFICATES 

Sec. 6.1. Transfers. Shares of stock shall be trans- 
ferable on the books of the Association, and a transfer 
book shall be kept in which all transfers of stock shall 
be recorded. Ever>' person becoming a shareholder 
by such transfer shall, in proportion to his shares, suc- 
ceed to all rights and liabilities of the prior holder of 
such shares. 

Sec. 6.2. Stock Certificates. Certificates of stock 
shall bear the signature of the President (which may 
be engraved, printed, or impressed), and shall be 
signed manually or by facsimile process by the Secre- 
tary, Assistant Secretary, Cashier, Assistant Cashier, 
or any other officer appointed by the Board of Direc- 
tors for that purpose, to be known as an Authorized 
Officer, and the seal of the Association shall be en- 
graven thereon. Each certificate shall recite on its 
face that the stock represented thereby is transferable 
only upon the books of the Association properly 
endorsed. 

Article VII 

CORPORATE SEAL 

The President, the Cashier, the Secretary or any 
Assistant Cashier or Assistant Secretary, or other offi- 
cer thereunto designated by the Board of Directors, 
shall have authority to affix the corporate seal to any 
document requiring such seal, and to attest the same. 
Such seal shall be substantially in the following form: 


(Impression of Seal) 

Article VIII 

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Sec. 8.1. Fiscal Year. The fiscal year of the Asso- 
ciation shall be the calendar year. 

Sec. 8.2. Execution of Instruments. All agree- 
ments, indentures, mortgages, deeds, conveyances, 
transfers, certificates, declarations, receipts, discharges, 
releases, satisfactions, settlements, petitions, schedules, 
accounts, affidavits, bonds, undertakings, proxies and 
other instruments or documents may be signed, exe- 
cuted, acknowledged, verified, delivered or accepted 
in behalf of the Association by the Chairman of the 
Board, or the President, or any Vice President, or the 
Secretary, or the Cashier, or, if in connection with the 
exercise of fiduciary powers of the Association, by any 
of said officers or by any Trust Officer. Any such in- 
stalments may also be executed, acknowledged, veri- 
fied, delivered or accepted in behalf of the Association 
in such other manner and by such other officers as the 
Board of Directors may from time to time direct. The 
provisions of this Section 8.2 are supplementary to any 
other provision of these Bylaws. 

Sec. 8.3. Records. The Articles of Association, the 
Bylaws and the proceedings of all meetings of the 
shareholders, the Board of Directors, standing com- 
mittees of the Board, shall be recorded in appropriate 
minute books provided for the purpose. The minutes 
of each meeting shall be signed by the Secretary, 
Cashier or other officer appointed to act as Secretary 
of the meeting. 

Sec. 8.4. Banking Hours. The Main Office of the 

Association shall be open for business from o’clock, 

a.m., to o’clock, p.m., of each day, excepting 

Saturdays, when the hours shall be from o’clock, 

a.m., to o’clock, and Sundays and days recog- 
nized by the laws of the State of as 

legal holidays.# 

Article IX 
Bylaws 

Sec. 9.1. Inspection. A copy of the Bylaws, with 
all amendments thereto, shall at all times be kept in a 
convenient place at the Head Office of the Association, 
and shall be open for inspection to all shareholders, 
during banking hours. 

Sec. 9.2. Amendments. The Bylaws may be 
amended, altered or repealed, at any regular meeting 
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of the Board of Directors, by a vote of a majority of 
the whole number of the Directors. 

I, , CERTIFY that: (1) I 

am the duly constituted (Secretary) or (Cashier) of 

and Secretary of its Board 

of Directors, and as such officer am the official custo- 
dian of its records; (2) the foregoing Bylaws are the 
Bylaws of said Bank, and all of them, as now lawfully 
in force and effect. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto 
affixed my official signature and the seal of the said 

Bank, in the City of , on this 

day of , 19 . 

Secretary (or Cashier) . 

August 25, 1965. 

This Office fully supports and approves of the plans 
of the First National City Bank of New York to es- 
tablish a commingled fund for agency accounts. 
Since April of 1963, when Regulation 9 was revised 
to open the door to such activities by banks, we have 
sought to have removed the artificial restraints which 
have heretofore needlessly kept them from offering 
these constructive services. It is believed that a sig- 
nificant benefit will be derived for the public and the 
economy— one which banks have been uniquely qual- 
ified to perform since they entered the fiduciary field. 
As we have pointed out many times previously, the 
collective investment of agency accounts involves no 
more than an economic combination of services which 
have heretofore been performed separately by bank 
trust departments. 

We have been aware from its inception of the intent 
of First National City Bank to explore the possibility of 
working out a way of operating a commingled fund 
which satisfied the staff of the SEC that their laws were 
being complied with, and which did not involve pro- 
hibitive burdens upon the bank. We have approved 
and encouraged this course of action as we have sim- 
ilarly encouraged other substantial and qualified ef- 
forts to provide these services. The proposed ar- 
rangement was given the specific approval of this 
Office early this year, and if it is put into operation, 
Regulation 9 will be amended to include a general 
provision authorizing such funds so that specific ap- 
proval will not be necessary. It is our hope that this 
development will lead to the resolution of the diffi- 
culties which have existed previously and that no 

•These paragraphs are not mandatory. However, the 
subject covered by such paragraphs should be adequately 
covered by alternative provisions in a manner consonant with 
law. #The8e paragraphs are optional and may be omitted. 
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obstacles will be raised now or in the future which 
would serve unduly to hamper or preclude bank oper- 
ation of commingled funds for agency accounts. 


CREDIT BUREAU 

April 28, 1965. 

This is in response to your letter of April 1, 1965, 
in which you inquire whether it would be proper for 
your bank or for your subsidiary to purchase control 
of a credit bureau. This credit bureau presently serves 
your community by furnishing credit information on a 
confidential basis to subscribing merchants, whole- 
salers, and financial institutions. Your problem is to 
reduce your own credit investigation cost and provide 
your loan department with a higher quality of credit 
information. 

Under paragraph seventh of 12 U.S.G. 24, a na- 
tional bank may exercise by its board of directors and 
duly authorized officers, employees and agents, all such 
incidental powers as shall be necessary to carry on the 
business of banking. A National Bank may acquire 
and operate an existing credit bureau. Although the 
primary purpose of such an acquisition and operation 
would be to provide better credit analysis facilities for 
the bank, the bank may, as a matter of economics and 
efficiency in the operation of such facilities, extend 
them to others. 


DEBT CANCELLATION CONTRACTS 

October 16, 1964. 

Reference is made to your letter of October 1, 1964, 
with which you forwarded a copy of a letter from a 
State insurance commissioner addressed to the national 
banks in that State threatening penalties and judicial 
proceedings should they enter into loan agreements 
containing debt cancellation clauses. Similar com- 
munications have been issued by other State insurance 
commissioners and in some instances these communi- 
cations have been accompanied by opinions of the 
various State attorney generals, in which the following 
conclusions have been reached : (1) A loan agreement 
with a debt cancellation clause is a contract of in- 
surance, (2) national banks lack the authority to 
engage in the business of writing such insurance con- 
tracts, and (3) even if national banks have such au- 
thority, they must comply with the State’s regulatory 
insurance laws. 

As has been stated in previous letters from this 
Office, it is clearly a part of the business of bankir^ 
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as authorized by paragraplr se\ cnth of 12 U.S.C. 24 for 
a national bank to enter into a loan agreement contain- 
ing a debt cancellation clause and in connection there- 
with, maintain a reserve for its own benefit and sole 
protection. Notwithstanding, a number of the State 
insurance commissioners persist in their views as set 
forth above, and the repeated threats of retaliatory 
action by these officials which are designed to persuade 
national banks to continue to protect themselves in 
their lending activities through credit life insurance 
which is not entirely satisfactory for commercial banks 
when viewed in an economic and competitive context. 
This matter should, therefore, be resolved. 

Accordingly, this Office would welcome an oppor- 
tunity to confer with any national bank and its coun- 
sel, and indeed, with the appropriate officials of any 
State in connection with this matter. Similarly, any 
National Bank within your region which elects to use 
the banking tools available to it should be advised 
that this Office will assist it in every possible way 
should such bank become a party to litigation involv- 
ing these issues. 


DIRECT LEASING 

December 4, 1964. 

Reference is made to your letters of November 9, 
1964, in which you request the opinion of this Office 
with respect to certain proposed leasing arrangements 
whereby the lessor will enter into transactions involv- 
ing the lease of equipment with lessees who are cus- 
tomers of the bank. 

Each such lease transaction will be originated by the 
bank which will participate in the negotiations of the 
lease terms. If the lessor approves the lease transac- 
tion, and the terms imposed by the lessor are satisfac- 
tory to the bank, the bank will purchase a participat- 
ing interest. The price paid by the bank to the lessor 
for the bank’s participating interest will be an amount 
equal to that percentage of the lessor’s cost of the 
equipment which is equal to the bank’s participation 
percentage. The lessor will own all the equipment as 
to be leased and, upon execution of the lease, will han- 
dle all transactions relating to the lease and the equip- 
ment subject thereto. The bank and the lessor would 
agree that, as a result of the bank’s purchase of a par- 
ticipating interest in such lease transaction up to the 
agreed percentage of the aggregate cost to the lessor of 
the equipment involved, the bank would be entitled to 
receive its pro rata share (i.e., its participating percent- 
age ) of the net rental payments collected by the lessor 


under the lease and any subsequent lease of such equip- 
ment and of the net proceeds of any sale by the lessor 
of such equipment. The bank will have no obliga- 
tion with respect to the le^ed equipment, nor will it 
have title to, or any interest in, the leased equipment 
except its rights to receive its pro rata share in the rent 
and/or sale proceeds as stipulated in said participation 
agreement. 

Pursuant to the agreement of lease of equipment to 
be entered into between the lessor and the lessee, the 
lessee would agree with the bank, as the purchaser of 
a participating interest in the lease transaction, that the 
lessee is unconditionally and absolutely obligated to 
pay to the lessor all amounts at any time owed under 
the lease by the lessee (including amounts payable by 
the lessor to the bank, in the latter’s participating ca- 
pacity), irrespective of the cancellation or termination 
of the lease, whether by the lessor, lessee, or by opera- 
tion of law or otherwise. The lessee further agrees 
that it will not assert against either the lessor or the 
bank, as participant, any right to abatement, deduction 
or setoff of any amount whatsoever. The rentals, the 
amounts of which are payable by the lessor to the bank, 
in the latter’s participating capacity, will be equal to 
the bank’s participating investment. 

This will confirm the advice given to you by tele- 
phone on November 10, 1964, that the transactions 
as outlined above and in your letters of November 9, 
1964, are within the powers of a national bank pur- 
suant to paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24. 


June 17, 1965. 

Reference is made to your letters of May 5, 1965, 
and June 9, 1965, relating to the aircraft lease trans- 
action between United Airlines, Inc. and a group of 
commercial banks, insurance companies, and other 
institutional investors. 

A group of commercial banks which are authorized 
to own and lease property and which are hereinafter 
described as the owner participants, together with a 
group of insurance companies and banks acting as 
trustees for various pension trusts and other funds 
hereinafter described as the loan participants, will pro- 
vide funds under a participation agreement for the 
purchase of jet aircraft for a purchase price per aircraft 
of approximately $4,500,000. United will areign all 
of its rights but not its obligations under a purchase 
agreement to trustees under a trust agreement to be 
entered into between the owner participants, the 
trustees and First National City Bank as fiscal agent 
for the trustees. Upon completion of each aircraft 
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title thereto will be transferred from the manufacturer 
to the trustees and the trustees will, on the same day, 
lease such aircraft to United for a term of thirteen 
years under a lease agreement to be entered into be- 
tween the trustees and United. 

The lease agreement will provide for equal quar- 
terly rental installments payable in advance by United 
to the fiscal agent throughout the 13-year lease term 
for each aircraft. Each quarterly rental payment will 
be in amounts equal to a certain specified percentage 
of the lessor’s cost for the respective aircraft The 
lease agreement will contain no provisions for renewal 
or any purchase action whereby United may acquire 
title to the aircraft. It will provide that if an aircraft 
become obsolete or surplus to United’s requirements, 
United may cause the trustees to call the aircraft to 
any one other than United or an affiliate of United. 
In the event of such sale, United must pay the trustees 
any deficiency between the net sales price and the ter- 
mination value for such aircraft as set forth in a sched- 
ule annexed to the lease agreement. Any profits on 
any such sale of an aircraft is to be retained by the 
trustees and distributed to the owner participants after 
payment in full of loan certificates issued in connection 
with such aircraft. These loan certificates, which will 
be issued to the loan participants, will be payable in 
51 quarterly level payments of principal and interest 
commencing at the beginning of the 13-year lease 
term and continuing throughout said lease term. 

Although the owner participants will look to two 
sources to recover their original investments plus a re- 
turn thereon (i.e., the rental payments from United 
and the tax savings resulting from the investment 
credit, accelerated depreciation and the deduction for 
interest paid to the loan participants), the lease agree- 
ment is a full payout lease since it is estimated that the 
owner participants will recover their original invest- 
ments plus a fair return thereon without taking into 
account the residual value of the aircraft at the end 
of the 13-year lease term. It is contemplated that 
for Federal income tax purposes the owner partici- 
pants will be considered the owners of the aircraft and 
will be entitled to the investment credit and to ac- 
celerated depreciation with respect to the aircraft as 
well as to a deduction for interest paid to the loan 
participants. The loan participants will treat the 
transaction as a loan for tax purposes and will be en- 
titled to payment prior to the owner participants in 
the event of failure by United to pay in full the amount 
required by the lease agreement. 

A national bank may, as a lawful exercise of its 
powers, be an owner participant in the leasing trans- 
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action outlined above and in your letters of June 9, 
1965 and May 5, 1965, and in the several attachments 
thereto. 

DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS 

October 29, 1964. 
Division of Trading and Markets 
U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission 
425 Second Street NW. 

Washington, D.C. 

In accordance with Securities Exchange Act Release 
No. 7432, we are submitting the following comments 
with respect to proposed rule 1 lb-1. 

Inasmuch as the proposed rule and the amendments 
to the rules governing specialists of the American Stock 
Exchange and New York Stock Exchange released on 
September 24, 1964, evolved from the conferences held 
at the Commission, our remarks are directed at the en- 
tire “rule package,” with primary focus on the pro- 
posed rules of the New York Stock Exchange. 

At the outset, we wish to observe that the rule 
package represents significant advances in several im- 
portant areas of investor protection. The imposition 
of increased capital requirements, the requirement to 
commit such capital, the tighter safeguards against 
imbalances in the market, the necessity to grant cus- 
tomer preference and the prohibition upon trading 
with certain insiders are all noteworthy achievements. 
So too, are the provisions of the proposed rule which 
reaffirm the Commission’s disciplinary powers over in- 
dividual specialists and specialist units. In view of the 
possibility that certain national banks may list their 
shares for trading on the New York Stock Exchange 
and consequently be directly affected by this rule pack- 
age, we feel compelled to comment on certain aspects 
of these rules where it appears that greater achieve- 
ments in the fields of shareholder safety and investor 
enlightenment could have been obtained — especially 
during this period of market reform and industry 
cooperation. 

1. Disclosure of Specialist f Purchases and Sales 

This Office was in full jigreement with the recom- 
mendation of the special study which called for the 
public disclosure of a specialist’s purchases and sales, 
as dealer, in his individual specialty stocks. We still 
believe that this is a desirable objective, particularly 
in the view of the fact that the depth of market for 
a particular security is a factor affecting that security’s 
price movement. This factor assumes even greater 
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importance in the case of certain securities that en- 
joy a wide institutional preference such as the secu- 
rities of the larger national banks which are owned 
and traded by institutional investors to a greater de- 
gree than most listed securities. It is our belief that 
both the individual and institutional sectors of the 
investing public should be informed as to the special- 
ists’ purchases and sales, as dealer, in order to better 
assess the extent to which the price of a particular 
securit)’ is supported and maintained by ( 1 ) the de- 
mand of other investors willing to purchase the secu- 
rity or (2) whether and to what extent such price is 
dependent primarily on purchases (or sales) of the 
specialist unit. Under the present system, there is no 
clear picture of the demand factors that affect the 
price level and stability of a particular security. 

2. Disclomre of Profit, Income and Inventory 

Although the disclosure of specialists’ profit, income 
and inventory was not a recommendation of the special 
study, it appears that as part of its surveillance pro- 
gram, the Ne;v’ York Stock Exchange will require 
periodically, information as to specialists’ commission 
income and dealer profits and losses in each specialty 
stock. Also, the Exchange will recei\-e {and make 
available to the Commission) from time-to-time, a 
statement of each specialist’s position in a limited 
number of stocks. 

We have taken the position in the past and continue 
to believe that the rirtual monopoly granted to the 
specialists in making a market for their specialty stocks 
should carry with it the obligation to disclose infor- 
mation similar to that required of the corporate in- 
siders of the companies whose shares are listed on the 
Exchange. When compared with the public dis- 
closure required of exchange-listed companies and 
their insiders, the lack of similar disclosure by the 
specialists may be thought of as creating a ‘‘double 
standard” within the stock exchange community. No 
doubt, the Exchange could properly argue that the 
purpose of requiring disclosure from exchange-listed 
companies and their insiders is to better inform the 
investing public in the appraisal of alternate possible 
commitments for their capital. Nevertheless, these 
very same objectives could even better be served by 
also requiring of the specialist the disclosure of his 
financial resources, income and profit from particular 
securities, and his |:K>sition and dealings in his sj>ecialty 
stocks. Again, we must reiterate that by virtue of 
the Exchange regulations which prohibit off-board 
trading by member firms in listed securities, plus the 
absence of competition among specialist units in ex- 


change-listed securities, the specialist enjoys a virtual 
monopoly in creating and maintaining the market for 
the vast majority of investment-grade equity securities. 
These factors coupled with the recently disclosed ex- 
treme diversity in specialist’ performance following 
President Kennedy’s assassination, underscore the 
crucial effect that the specialist has on the market price 
of a security. 

Members of the investing public, rather than being 
sealed off from such price-determining factors, should 
be informed as to whether or not the specialists han- 
dling their particular portfolio securities are carrying 
out their mandated functions. The record of per- 
formance of a specialist in attempting to maintain an 
orderly market may certainly be considered by an in- 
vestor in evaluating alternative capital commitments. 
As an example; if an investor knew that the specialist 
in a certain security had a history of selling with the 
trend rather than buying against it when a condition 
of over supply existed, or if he knew that the specialist 
was short of adequate financial resources, these factors 
would properly bear upon his decision whether he 
.should invest in one of the stocks assigned to that 
specialist. 

We need not belabor the point with other examples, 
but simply call attention to the inherent contradic- 
fion of the “double standard” in the regulatory pat- 
tern — which with one hand seeks to promote informed 
investment judgment through disclosure of corporate 
information, while the other hand shields the public’s 
eyes from readily available, vital price-determining 
information. 


INSURANCE FUNCTION 

October 16, 1964. 

Hon. Ray Maddan 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

This Office is not sponsoring, and is unaware of any 
proposed legislation to allow national banks located 
in any place having a population in excess of 5,000 per- 
sons to act as a general agent in the sale of insurance. 

However, in this connection, your attention is di- 
rected to 12 U.S.C. 92 under which national banks are 
authorized to act as general agents for any life or cas- 
ualty company in any place the population of which 
does not exceed 5,000 inhabitants. National banks, 
wherever located, may also act as agents in the issu- 
ance of insurance incidental to banking transactions, 
as, for example, when a bank sells to a customer a de- 
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dining term life insurance policy to pay off the bal- 
ance of a mortgage loan in the event of the customer’s 
death. In addition, national banks which possess 
trust powers may act as a general agent in the sale of 
insurance where any corporation which comes into 
competition with national banks is permitted to act 
as a general insurance agent under the laws of the 
State in which the national bank is located. 


May 7, 1965. 

Hon. Phil M. Landrum 

House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

This is in response to your letter of May 5, 1965, 
where you ask for detailed information on how this 
Office arrived at a ruling concerning the right of na- 
tional banks to act as insurance agents. 

Pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 92, a national bank is au- 
thorized to act as a general agent for any life or 
casualty insurance company in any place the popula- 
tion of which does not exceed 5,000 inhabitants. In 
addition, this Office has ruled that a national bank, 
wherever located, may, pursuant to its enumerated 
corporate powers contained in paragraph Seventh of 
12 U.S.C. 24, participate in insurance transactions 
which are incident to banking transactions. An ex- 
ample would be a bank selling to a customer credit 
life insurance to pay the balance of a loan held by the 
bank, in the event of the customer’s death. 

A national bank has an insurable interest in an auto- 
mobile on the security of which it has extended credit 
to a customer. A bank also has an interest in main- 
taining through liability insurance the creditworthiness 
of its customer, so long as the loan is outstanding, in 
order that its ability to collect from the customer is not 
impaired by judgments arising out of the negligent 
operation or use of the automobile. The bank’s in- 
terest in the automobile and in the unimpaired credit- 
worthiness of the customer, so long as the loan is 
outstanding, can be protected by making insurance 
available to the customer. It is unreasonable and en- 
tirely without justification to expect a bank to gratui- 
tously supply this service for an insurance company 
without receiving any payment for the necessary ex- 
penses which the bank incurs through the use of its em- 
ployees and facilities. Congress has consistently 
recognized that the business of banking covers a wide 
range of activities. In the National Bank Act of 1864, 
Congress wisely refused to define the business of bank- 
ing as it then existed, foreseeing that the banking busi- 
ness would change and develop with the passing years. 
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It is clear that the business of banking is advanced by 
financial and related serrices, and powers necessary to 
achieve and promote the fundamental purposes of 
banking must be regarded as powers incidental to those 
expressly granted by paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 
24. Moreover, there is no evidence contained in the 
legislative history of 12 U.S.C. 92 that Congress in- 
tended to prohibit National Banks from acting in the 
limited capacity as agents in the issuance of insurance 
which is incidental to banking transactions. 

With respect to a national bank’s acting as insurance 
agent, it should be noted that this Office has also ruled 
that a national bank which possesses trust powers may, 
pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 92a, act in any fiduciary capac- 
ity, including as general agent in the sale of insurance, 
where any State bank, trust company, or other cor- 
poration which comes into competition with national 
banks is permitted to act in such a fiduciary capacity 
under the laws of the State in which the national bank 
is located. 

Mr. Paul Nelson 
Acting Clerk and Staff Director 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

This is in reply to your letter of March 31, 1965, 
requesting this Office’s position on a letter and an at- 
tachment addressed to Congressman Matson O’Neal 
by Mr. Edwin T. Smith of Thomasville, Ga. The at- 
tachment, prepared by the Association of Independent 
Insurance Agents, alleges that the Citizens and South- 
ern National Bank, Atlanta, Ga., is planning to sell 
automobile physical damage and liability insurance in 
conjunction with over-the-counter automobile loans. 
The attachment states that the bank’s plan is based on 
rulings issued by this Office and it challenges the legal- 
ity of these rulings in light of 12 U.S.C. 92. 

Pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 92, a national bank is author- 
ized to act as a general agent for any life or casualty 
insurance company in any place the population of 
which does not exceed 5,000 inhabitants. In addi- 
tion, this Office has ruled that a national bank, wher- 
ever located, may, pursuant to its enumerated corpo- 
rate powers contained in paragraph Seventh of 12 
U.S.C. 24, participate in insurance transactions which 
are incident to banking transactions. An example 
would be a bank selling to a customer credit life insur- 
ance to pay the balance of a loan held by the bank, in 
the event of the customer’s death. 

A national bank has an insurable interest in an auto- 
mobile on the security of which it has extended credit 
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to a customer, A bank also has an interest in main- 
taining through liability insurance the creditworthiness 
of its customer, so long as the loan is outstanding, in 
order that its ability to collect from the customer is not 
impaired by judgments arising out of the negligent 
operation or use of the automobile. The bank’s inter- 
est in the automobile and in the unimpaired credit- 
worthiness of the customer, so long as the loan is out- 
standing, can be protected by making insurance avail- 
able to the customer. It is unreasonable and entirely 
without justification to expect a bank to gratuitously 
supply this service for an insurance company without 
receiving any payment for the necessary expenses 
which the bank incurs through the use of its employees 
and facilities. Congress has consistently recognized 
that the business of banking covers a wide range of ac- 
tivities. In the National Bank Act of 1864 Congress 
wisely refused to define the business of banking as it 
then existed, foreseeing that the banking business would 
change and develop with the passing years. It is clear 
that the business of banking is advanced by financial 
and related services, and powers necessary to achieve 
and promote the fundamental purposes of banking 
must be regarded as powers incidental to those ex- 
pressly granted by paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24. 
Moreover, there is no evidence contained in the legis- 
lative history of 12 U.S.C, 92 that Congress intended 
to prohibit National Banks from acting in the limited 
capacity as agents in the issuance of insurance which 
is incidental to banking transactions. 

With respect to a national ban.k’s acting as insurance 
agent, it should be noted that tliis OfBce has also ruled 
that a national bank vv'hich possesses trust powers may, 
pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 92a, act in any fiduciary capac- 
ity, including as general agent in the sale of insurance, 
where any State bank, trust company, or other corpo- 
ration which comes into competition with national 
banks is permitted to act in such a fiduciary capacity 
under the laws of the State in which the national bank 
is located. 


March 30, 1965. 

Hon. John L. McClellan 

Ckairman, Committee on Government Operations 
U.S. Senate 
W ashington, D.C. 

This is in reply to your letter of March 18, 1965, 
stating that the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations has received allegations that national 
banks are permitted to act as agents for the issuance 
of insurance contrary' to applicable statutes. Specifi- 
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cally, it is alleged that the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency has ruled that national banks in any locality may 
act as agents for the issuance of insurance which is 
incidental to banking transactions, and that the con- 
trolling statute prohibits national banks from acting as 
insurance agents except in a place where the popu- 
lation does not exceed 5,000 inhabitants. You request 
the views of this OfBce as well as the statutory basis 
for the pertinent rulings. 

Pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 92, a national bank is au- 
thorized to act as a general agent for any life or cas- 
ualty insurance company in any place the population 
of which does not exceed 5,000 inhabitants. In addi- 
tion this OfBce has ruled, that a national bank, wher- 
ever located, may, pursuant to its enumerated cor- 
porate powers contained in paragraph Seventh of 12 
U.S.C. 24, participate in insurance transactions which 
are incident to banking transactions. An example 
would be a bank selling to a customer credit life in- 
surance to pay the balance of a loan held by the bank, 
in the event of tire customer’s death. 

A national bank has an insurable interest in the life 
of a customer to the extent of the balance of the cus- 
tomer’s loan. It was concluded that the bank’s in- 
terest could be protected by making insurance avail- 
able to its customer. It was deemed unreasonable and 
entirely without justification to expect a bank to gratu- 
itively supply this service for an insurance company 
without receiving any payment for the necessary ex- 
penses which the bank incurs through the use of its 
employes and facilities. Congress has consistently 
recognized that the business of banking covers a wide 
range of activities. In the National Bank Act of 
1864 Congress wisely refused to define the business 
of banking as it then existed, foreseeing that the bank- 
ing business would change and develop with the pass- 
ing years. It is clear that the business of banking is 
advanced by financial and related services, and powers 
necessary to achieve and promote the fundamental 
purposes of banking must be regarded as powers inci- 
dental to those expressly granted by paragraph Seventh 
of 12 U.S.C. 24. Moreover, there is no evidence con- 
tained in the legislative history of 12 U.S.C. 92 that 
Congress intended to prohibit national banks from 
acting in the limited capacity as agents in the issu- 
ance of insurance which is incidental to banking 
transactions. 

With respect to a national bank’s acting as insur- 
ance agent, it should be noted that this Office has 
also ruled that a national bank which possesses trust 
powers may, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 92a, act in any 
fiduciary capacity, including as general agent in the 
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sale of insurance, where any State bank, trust com- 
pany, or other corporation which comes into competi- 
tion with national banks is permitted to act in such a 
fiduciary capacity, including as general agent for an 
insurance company, under the laws of the State in 
which the national bank is located. 


INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS 

July 7, 1964. 

This is in reply to your letter of July 1, 1964, re- 
questing our views on the application of the National 
Bank of Pakistan, Karachi, Pakistan, to establish a 
branch in the city of New York, N.Y. 

Approval of the application will complement the 
reciprocal branching privileges presently granted by 
Pakistan to American banking institutions and to that 
extent is consistent with national objectives to pro- 
mote international financial cooperation. In addi- 
tion, establishment of the branch office can reasonably 
be expected to stimulate banking competition among 
both branches of foreign banks and domestic banking 
offices without unduly adverse effects on present bank- 
ing competition in the city of New York. Moreover, 
the banking activities of the proposed branch office 
will be subject to domestic regulation with appropriate 
safeguards provided for domestic depositors and other 
creditors. 

Accordingly, we would urge, as a general proposi- 
tion, approval of applications of this order. How- 
ever, without the opportunity to review the application 
in detail, we are not in a position to comment more 
definitively or specifically on this case. 


September 1, 1964. 

This is in further regard to the expansion of the 
supervisory activities of this Office in the field of inter- 
national banking and finance. The comments that 
we have received from national banks affected by 
our new regulation have been most encouraging. 

In our July meeting with a number of institutions 
active in overseas operations, we discussed, as a a tenta- 
tive proposition, the formation of an Advisory Com- 
mittee on International Banking and Finance. We 
have since determined that a Committee of this order 
would serve an important function in our overall 
program by providing this Office with technical ad- 
vice and suggestions. It is anticipated that this Com- 
mittee will meet at least semiannually, or at the call of 
its chairman or the Comptroller. 
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In order, therefore, that this Office might have the 
benefit of the advice and suggestions of your bank, we 
invite you to designate a representative to take part 
in the work of this Committee. 


January 29, 1965. 

Pursuant to the provisions of 12 U.S.C. 161, each 
national bank is requii'ed to make a report to the 
Comptroller of the Currency for each of its affiliates 
organized under 12 U.S.C. 611-631 (Edge Act) or 
which have entered into an agreement or undertaking 
pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 603. 

The report shall be made within 10 days after re- 
ceipt of this letter and should be prepared in triplicate 
and verified by a responsible officer of the affiliate. 
The original is to be submitted to this Office with a 
copy to the Regional Comptroller of your region. One 
copy is to be retained in your file. 

The report should contain the following informa- 
tion: 

(1) Name and location of the affiliate and the 
location of its branches, if any. 

(2) Number of shares outstanding of the affih- 
ate*s common stock, as well as the number and 
carrying value of the shares owned by your bank. 

(3) Comparative balance sheets as of the close 
of business December 31, 1964, and December 31, 
1963. 

(4) A list of equity investments owned by the 
affiliate on December 31, 1964, and December 31, 
1963, including the number of shares owned, pur- 
chase price, carrying value, market value and 
total number of shares outstanding. 

(5) Comparative statements of income and ex- 
penses disclosing net operating income after ap- 
plicable taxes and cash dividends paid for the 
fiscal years ending December 31, 1964, and De- 
cemberSl, 1963. 

(6) A reconciliation of capital accounts which 
summarizes any changes between December 31, 
1963, and December 31, 1964. 


February4, 1965. 

Enclosed is a copy of our January 29 letter calling 
for national banks to submit information on their Edge 
and agreement corporation affiliates. The banks and 
their affiliates are shown on the attached list. 

Please instruct your examiners to verify the accuracy 
of the required reports duiing their regular examina- 
tions. A bank’s copy of the report should be com- 
pared to the affiliate’s records maintained at the bank 
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and to the call report of the affiliate submitted to the 
Federal Reserve. 

Although we do not intend to make on-the-spot ex- 
aminations of these affiliates at this time, we must be 
fully informed regarding their condition and opera- 
tions. Therefore, instruct the examiner in charge of 
the examination of the National Bank’s international 
or foreign department to review carefully the opera- 
tions and future prospects of the affiliate with respon- 
sible bank officers. These officers will usually also be 
officers of the affiliate. As heretofore, current balance 
sheets, profit and loss statements and lists of equity in- 
vestments are to be included in the affiliate section of 
our reports of examination. 

The examiner should also review the bank’s copy of 
the most recent Federal Reserve Examiner’s Report 
on the condition of the affiliate. (If any difficulty is 
encountered in obtaining these reports from the banks, 
phone our Office of International Banking and Fi- 
nance.) 

Based on his review of the Federal report and his 
discussions with bank officers, the examiner is to report 
to this Office on the condition, scope of operations and 
future prospects of the affiliate. The report should be 
in the form of a brief letter for the attention of our 
Department of International Banking and Finance. 
This information is intended to supplement the affiliate 
information presently in our report of examination. 
Report schedules should not be duplicated in the letter. 

We will not charge the banks for these reviews of 
their Edge and agreement corporation operations. 


March 5, 1965. 

Thank you very much for your February 23, 1965, 
letter and the copy of your February 1 letter to the 
Netherlands Overseas Bank. Your international activ- 
ities are certainly expanding at a rapid pace. With 
the prospective increased investment in the Nether- 
lands Overseas BanJi as well as the formation of bank- 
ing affiliates in France, Germany, Spain and Italy, 
your bank will have achieved very broad and beneficial 
European coverage. 

As outlined in your letters, the corporate arrange- 
ments necessary to accomplish this expansion sound 
rather formidable — increasing the capital of your Edge 
affiliate and forming a new holding company sub- 
sidiary of the affiliate. These impediments provide 
excellent examples of the difficulties of indirect in- 
vestments as compared to direct acquisitions. In 
accordance with the advisory committee’s recommen- 
dation, we have already ruled that national banks may 


acquire both directly and indirectly stock interests in 
foreign banks. I hope the remaining obstacles to the 
achievement of this needed flexibility and efficiency in 
conducting overseas operations will soon be overcome. 

We will follow the implementation of your plans 
with great interest and wish you every success. Please 
call upon us if we can be of any assistance. 


February 12, 1965. 

Board of Governors of the 

Federal Reserve System 
Washington^ D.C. 

This is in response to your January 29, 1965, letter 
requesting our comments on a proposed addition to 
regulation M. The amendment was proposed by a 
national bank and would permit the overseas branches 
of national banks to pay preferential rates of interest 
on deposits of their officers and employees, providing 
the payment at preferential rates is consistent with 
local law and practice. 

The petitioning national bank correctly states that 
application of 12 U.S.C. 376, to an overseas branch 
“places the branch in a most undesirable competitive 
position with respect to the hiring and development 
of a top grade staff.” We believe that this competitive 
restriction indirectly hinders the furtherance of U.S. 
foreign commerce. 

This is an appropriate relaxation of the restrictions 
imposed by regulation M. We recommend the adop- 
tion of the proposed amendment. 


April 7, 1965. 

T o All National Bank Examiners and T rust Personnel: 

The President in his message on the balance of 
payments requested the Chairman of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System to work 
closely with the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Nation’s banks in a program that would sharply limit 
bank loans abroad. This Office and the Federal De- 
posit Insurance Corporation are cooperating with the 
Federal Reserve System and the Treasury in this 
undertaking. 

National bank examiners will assist in the appraisal 
of the effectiveness of this program as a part of their 
regular examination of the commercial, foreign and 
trust departments of each National Bank which has 
loans and obligations of, or balances with, foreigners. 
If a bank has no such foreign assets, no further action 
with respect to this program is required of the 
Examiner. 
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Where a bank has loans and obligations of, or bal- 
ances with, foreigners the examiner will ascertain and 
report whether, and by what means, the bank is follow- 
ing the guidelines furnished to the banks by the Board 
of Governors. The program is a voluntary program 
and the examiner will not in any sense endeavor to 
require adherence to the guidelines. He will note the 
extent to which a bank holds such foreign assets, any 
growth in this type of business, particularly in any 
banks not previously active in the field, and will ob- 
serve whether any foreign assets are being sold to 
United States residents. 

The report will be in the form of a supplemental 
memorandum prepared on blank yellow examination 
report paper. The Regional Comptroller will retain 
copies for the examiner and the bank file and will for- 
ward one copy to the Officer in Charge of Examination 
at the Federal Reserve Bank for the Federal Reserve 
District in which the bank is located and one copy to 
this Office marked for the attention of Intematonal 
Banking and Finance. 


International Operations Regulation 


[12 CFR Part 20] 


Sec. 

20.1 Authority and policy. 

20.2 Definitions and terms. 

20.3 Prior notification of international operations. 

20.4 Reporting of international operations. 

20.5 Effective date. 


§ 20.1 Authority and policy. 


(a) Authority. This part is issued under the authority of 
the national banking laws, 12 U.S.C. 1 et seq. 

(b) Policy. ( 1 ) In furtherance of the effort to pursue the 
overall improvement of supervisory methods and tools, this 
Office has undertaken a stepped-up program of examination 
and supervision of the international operations of national 
banks. A special corps of national bank examiners has been 
assigned to a newly established Department of International 
Banking under a Deputy Comptroller of the Currency. 
These examiners will be based in Washington, and will make 
periodic on-the-spot examinations in foreign countries of 
the international operations of national banks. This Office 
is also expanding its economic research in the international 
field to lay the groundwork for more intensive supervision 
in this area. 

(2) Two developments in recent years have prompted 
these expanded activities in this Office. National banks 
which are long-established in the international field have 
been extending their foreign activities. Some national banks 
are undertaking, or are planning to undertake, their first 
foreign ventures. The expansion of international financial 
activities enhances their importance to the sound condition 
of a bank. These are matters which fall within the super- 
visory responsibilities of the Comptroller of the Currency 
for national banks. 
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(3) Prior notification will be required of the intention 
of a national bank to establish a branch in a foreign country, 
to acquire directly a contiolling interest in an Edge Act 
corporation, agreement corporation or foreign bank, to estab- 
lish offices of such controlled corporations or foreign banks, or 
to acquire a controlling interest in banks or other enterprises 
through such corporations or foreign banks. Actions of this 
nature, which may involve substantial risk, are not easily 
reversed, and hence, there Is a need for advance knowledge 
by the Comptroller of the Currency. In addition, certain 
other international operations, such as the acquisition of 
less than a controlling interest in a foreign bank, must be 
reported to the Comptroller within 30 days of the event. 
The required notifications and reports will provide the basis, 
where needed, for special examinations by this Office, and 
for the issuance of appropriate instructions to a bank wher- 
ever such instructions are required in the exercise of the 
Comptroller’s supervisory responsibilities. 

(4) The prior notification and reporting procedure was 
chosen as the least burdensome means of supervising these 
important activities of national banks, considering the licens- 
ing authority over foreign branches and Edge Act corpora- 
tions which rests with the Federal Reserve Board. This 
aspect of bank regulation would be greatly simplified if the 
licensing authority were lodged with the supervisory agency, 
rather than separated as it is at present. Pending such a 
transfer of authority, however, this Office will rely on the 
prior notification and reporting procedure, together with in- 
structions issued under its supervisory authority, to provide 
the required supervision of the international financial activ- 
ities of national banks. 

§ 20.2 Definitions and terms. 

For the purposes of this part: 

(a) “Edge Act corporation” means a corporation orga- 
ized under the provisions of 12 U.S.C. 611-632. 

(b) “Agreement corporation” means a corporation which 
has entered into an agreement or undertaking in accordance 
with the provisions of 12 U.S.C. 603. 

(c) “Foreign bank” means a corporation or other asso- 
ciation organized under the laws of a foreign country, or 
of a dependency or insular possession of the United States 
or a foreign country, which is principally engaged in a 
commercial banking business. 

(d) “Control” of a bank or corporation by a national 
bank or by an Edge Act corporation or an agreement cor- 
poration shall be presumed where a national bank, an Edge 
Act corporation or an agreement corporation has acquired 
25 percent or more of the voting shares of the bank or 
corporation. 

§ 20.3 Prior notification of international operations. 

On and after the effective date hereof: 

(a) Prior notification. Prior notification to the Comp- 
troller of the Currency shall be required before a national 
bank may engage in any of the following international 
operations : 

( 1 ) The establishment of a branch of a national bank in 
a foreign country, or in a dependency or insular possession 
of the United States or a foreign country. 

(2) The establishment in the United States, in a foreign 
country, or in a dependency or insular possession of the 
United States or a foreign country, of an office, branch or 


Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 

Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 


agency of an Edge Act corporation, agreement corporation 
or foreign bank which is controlled by a national bank. 

(3) The direct acquisition by a national bank of a con- 
trolling interest in an Edge Act corporation, agreement 
corporation or foreign bank. 

(4) The acquisition by a national bank, through an Edge 
Act corporation, agreement corporation or foreign bank which 
is controlled by it, of a controlling interest in a foreign bank 
or in any other corporation or association organized under 
the laws of a foreign country, or under the laws of a depend- 
ency or insular possession of the United States or a foreign 
country. 

(b) Forms. Prior notification shall be made on forms 
provided by the Comptroller of the Currency. 

§ 20.4 Reporting of international operations. 

On and after the effective date hereof: 

(a) Reports. A report shall be made to the Comptroller 
of the Currency within 30 days of the occurrence of any 
of the following international operations: 

( 1 ) The relocation of a branch of a national bank in a 
foreign country, or in a dependency or insular possession of 
the United States or a foreign country. 

(2) The relocation in the United States, in a foreign 
country, or in a dependency or insular possession of the 
United States or a foreign country, of an office, branch, or 
agency of an Edge Act corporation, agreement corporation 
or foreign bank which is controlled by a national bank. 

(3) The direct acquisition by a national bank of an 
interest in an Edge Act corporation, agreement corporation 
or foreign bank, where the acquisition does not result in 
control of the Edge Act corporation, agreement corporation 
or foreign bank. 

(4) The acquisition by a national bank, through an Edge 
Act corporation, agreement corporation or foreign bank which 
is controlled by it, of an interest in a foreign bank or in 
any other corporation or association organized under the 
laws of a foreign country, or under the laws of a dependency 
or insular possession of the United States or a foreign country, 
where the acquisition does not result in control of the foreign 
bank or other corporation or association. 

(b) Forms. Reports shall be made on forms provided by 
the Comptroller of the Currency. 

§ 20.5 Effective date. 

This regulation supersedes the requirements set forth in 
the letter of the Comptroller of the Currency to the presidents 
of all national banks dated May 1, 1964, 

This regulation shall be effective on and after September 7, 
1964. 


KEY MAN INSURANCE 

February 17, 1965. 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 
December 28, 1964, in which you request an opinion 
of this Office concerning the retention of four single 
payment life insurance policies on four officers. You 
state that Regional Comptroller of the Currency Dunn 


advised the bank to liquidate these policies involving 
income to the bank and benefit provisions for survivors 
of the insured. You inquire whether it might be pos- 
sible to maintain the policies on the lives of the four 
officers in view of the decision handed down by the 
Comptroller’s Office and published in The National 
Banking Review, December 1964, volume 2, number 
2, paragraph 13, under Current Legal and Regulatory 
Developments. The policies to which you refer 
amount to $400,000. These policies insure the officers 
to the age of 101 and provide deferred compensation 
to these individuals as well as insurance on their lives 
for which their families would benefit. The policies 
further provide for an income whereby the bank would 
receive the full amount of their investment at the time 
of the expiration of the policies without any cost to 
the bank for the deferred compensation and insurance, 
for which the families would receive the benefit. The 
four officers concerned include the president, vice pres- 
ident, and cashier, and two vice presidents. The pres- 
ident’s salary is $25,000, and the remaining three 
receive $8,000 per year. 

As is stated in paragraph 1115 of the Comptroller’s 
Manual for National Banks, a national bank may pur- 
chase insurance for the benefit of the bank, on the life 
of an officer whose death would be of such consequence 
to the bank as to give it an insurable interest in his life. 
And as is further stated in paragraph 5220 of the 
Comptroller’s Manual the board of directors of a na- 
tional bank, pursuant to paragraph fifth of 12 U.S.C. 
24, may enter into employment contracts with its 
officers and employees upon reasonable terms and con- 
ditions. Such authority extends to employment con- 
tracts which provide for deferred compensation, and 
the bank may protect itself against such contractual 
obligations by means of an insurance program. 

However, the amount of sueh insurance coverage 
must bear a direct relation to the bank’s risk of loss of 
key personnel, and to its obligations under employment 
contracts. Under no circumstances may such an in- 
surance policy represent a part of the investment pro- 
gram of the bank. Such an investment would be 
contrary to the provisions of paragraph Seventh of 12 
U.S.C. 24. 

In the case of at least the three employees of the 
bank referred to above who receive annual salaries of 
$8,000 per year, their salary level alone does not war- 
rant a conclusion that their services are of such value 
to the bank that they must be properly regarded as 
key personnel. To the extent that said employees can- 
not properly be regarded as key personnel of the bank, 
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any insurance policy protecting the bank against an 
unexpected loss of their services represents an invest- 
ment contrary to the provisions of paragraph Seventh 
of 12U.S.C. 24. 

Accordingly, all insurance policies which do not pro- 
tect the bank against the unexpected loss of employees 
who are in fact key personnel must be liquidated. 
Similarly, all insurance policies purchased to idemnify 
the bank for all post employment payments to the 
bank’s employees must be liquidated to the extent that 
the bank is not obligated to make such payments. 


LENDING LIMITS 

November 20, 1964. 

The text below, which is from the revised part 6 of 
the Regulation of the Comptroller of the Currency 
(12 CFR 6), relates to loans by national banks se- 
cured by obligations of the United States. The re- 
vised regulation, which became effective immediately 
upon its publication in the Federal Register on No- 
vember 20, 1964, is authorized by 12 U.S.C. 84(8) 
and, under 12 U.S.C. 248(m), is also applicable to 
State-chartered banks which are members of the Fed- 
eral Reserve System. 

Prior to this revision, part 6 permitted loans to be 
made without any limitation based on the bank’s capi- 
tal and surplus when secured by direct obligations of 
the United States maturing not more than 18 months 
from the making of the loan. This revised regulation, 
from which the 18-month maturity requirement has 
been removed, extends the lending limit exception to 
such loans when secured by any direct obligations of 
the United States. This regulation now provides 
that: 

The obligations to any national banking asso- 
ciation of any person, copartnership, association, 
or corporation, secured by not less than a like 
amount (at par of face value) of direct obligations 
of the United States, shall not be subject to any 
limitation based upon capital and surplus of the 
association. 


October 14, 1964. 

The attached notice of an amendment to part 6 of 
the Regulations of the Comptroller of the Currency 
(12 CFR 6) , relating to loans made by National Banks 
secured by direct obligations of the United States, will 
appear in the Federal Register of October 15, 1964. 
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Part 6 now permits loans to be made without limita- 
tion when secured by direct obligations of the United 
States maturing not more than 18 months from the 
making of the loan. This proposed amendment would 
remove the 18-month maturity requirement and ex- 
tend the exception to such loans when secured by any 
direct obligations of the United States. 

Any comments concerning this proposed amendment 
should be submitted to the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency, Washington, D.C., by Friday, October 30, 1964. 
It is contemplated that the proposed amendment, with 
such revisions thereof as may be appropriate in the 
light of comments submitted, will become effective on 
or about November 9, 1964. 

TITLE 12— BANKS AND BANKING 

Chapter I — Bureau of the Comptroller of the 
Currency 

department of the treasury 

Part 6 — Loans Made by National Banks Secured by 
Direct Obligations of the United States 

Pursuant to the authority contained in paragraph 
(8) of R.S. 5200, as amended, 12 U.S.C. 84(8), the 
Comptroller of the Currency, with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, is considering the amend- 
ment to part 6, relating to loans made by national 
banks and secured by direct obligations of the United 
States. Pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 248(m), the proposed 
regulation would also be applicable to State member 
banks. 

ParE^raph (8) of 12 U.S.C. 84 authorizes the 
Comptroller of the Currency, with the approval of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, to permit, by regula- 
tion, exceptions to the limitations imposed by the 
statute upon loans made by national banks secured 
by obligations of the United States. Part 6 now per- 
mits such loans to be made without limitation when 
secured by direct obligations of the United States 
maturing not more than 18 months from the making 
of the loan. This amendment would remove the 18- 
month maturity requirement and extend the exception 
to such loans when secured by any direct obligations 
of the United States. 

Prior to the adoption thereof, consideration will be 
given to written comments pertaining thereto which 
are submitted to the Comptroller of the Currency, 
Washington, D.C., within 15 days after the date of the 
publication of this notice. It is contemplated that 
the proposed amendment, with such revisions thereof 
as may be appropriate in the light of comments sub- 
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mitted, will become effective on or about November 9, 
1964. 

The proposed amendment to Part 6 of Title 12 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations of the United States 
reads as follows : 

Sec. 

6.1 Scope and application. 

6.2 General authorization. 

Authority: §§6.1 and 6.2 issued under R.S. 5200, 
as amended; 12 U.S.C. 84(8) . 

§ 6.1 Scope and application. 

(a) This part is issued by the Comptroller of the 
Currency with the approval of the Secretary of the 
Treasury' under authority of paragraph (8) of section 
5200 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (12 U.S.C. 
84), and section 321(b) of the Act of August 23, 1935 
(49 Stat. 713); 

(b) This part applies to loans made by National 
Banks secured by direct obligations of the United 
States. 

§ 6.2 General authorization. 

The obligations to any national banking association 
of any person, copartnership, association, or corpora- 
tion, secured by not less than a like amount of direct 
obligations of the United States, shall not be subject 
to any limitation based upon the capital and surplus 
of the association. 


October 23, 1964. 

Reference is made to your letter of September 25, 
1964, in which you request the opinion of this Office 
regarding the lending limit of the national bank of 
which you are president. You inquire whether, in the 
case of loans made to A, B, and C, who are brothers 
owning 86 percent of X Company, and who in turn 
lend ail of such funds to X Company, such individual 
loans must be combined for lending limit purposes. 
The aggregate indebtedness of A, B, and C would be 
in excess of the bank’s lending limit. The loans to A, 

B, and C as individuals would be secured by collateral 
that consists of neither the stock nor the assets of X 
Company, 

The obligations of A, B, and C need not be com- 
bined in applying the bank’s lending limit if the loans 
would be based upon either the financial net worth 
of each of them or collateral or other repayment ar- 
rangements satisfactory to the bank as a credit matter. 
However, if the bank were to make loans to A, B, and 

C, in reliance on X Company and its earnings or 
assets as the source of repayment, such an arrange- 


ment would in substance be an extension of a single 
credit to X Company in which case the loara to A, 
B, and C must be combined in determining whether 
the bank had exceeded its lending limit to a single 
borrower. 


NEW BANK CHARTERS 

December 1, 1964. 

The statutory minimum invested capital require- 
ments for the organization of a national bank vary 
according to the population of the place in which 
the bank is to be located. Based on legal requirements 
alone, a national bank organized in a place having a 
population of not more than 6,000 would be required 
to have a minimum capital of $50,000. A minimum 
capital of $100,000 would be required in a place the 
population of which is in excess of 6,000 but not more 
than 50,000 and a minimum capital of $200,000 would 
be required in a city the population of which is in 
excess of 50,000. The law also requires that a national 
bank have a paid-in surplus equal to at least 20 per- 
cent of its capital. However, we frequently require 
a substantially larger initial capitalization, depending 
upon the facts revealed by our investigation, and in 
every case an adequate paid-in undivided profits ac- 
count to meet expenses with some margin of safety 
until the operations of the new bank have become 
profitable. 

We ask that you notice particularly the certification 
embodied in the application relating to fees or com- 
missions for procuring subscriptions to or selling stock 
in the proposed bank. We also wish to advise that fees 
for any legal services, economic surveys or other serv- 
ices should be held to a reasonable limit. 

The consideration of a new bank application by this 
Office necessarily must be predicated primarily upon 
a complete and exhaustive field investigation by a na- 
tional bank examiner. In this connection, it will be 
expected that the applicants for a national bank 
charter will be ready for the field investigation to be 
commenced within thirty days from the date of filing 
of an application in good order. Unless this require- 
ment is complied with, we .shall consider the 
application abandoned. 


REAL ESTATE LOANS 

September 3, 1964. 

We are pleased to report that two pieces of legisla- 
tion sponsored by this Office have recently been en- 
acted into law. 
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On September 2, 1964, the President signed a bill 
increasing the maximum amount and maturity, under 
which national banks may make real estate loans, to 
80 percent of the appraised value of the security and 
25 years, respectively. This amendment is contained 
in the Housing Act of 1964, Public Law 88-560. 

On June 30, 1964, the President signed Public Law 
88-341, liberalizing the terms upon which national 
banks may make loans on the security of timberland. 
The present maximum amount of ”40 percent of ap- 
praised value of economically marketable timber” is 
expanded to “60 percent of the appraised fair market 
value of the growing timber, lands, and improvements 
thereon.” The maximum maturity for such loans is 
increased from 2 to 3 years for unamortized loans and 
10 to 15 years for amortized loans. 


April 13, 1965. 

Hon. Wright Patman 

Chairman, Committee on Banking and Currency 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Enclosed with your letter of April 8, 1965, is a copy 
of H.R. 6824 introduced by Representative Harvey of 
Michigan. 

Generally speaking, H.R. 6824 amends the first para- 
graph of S. 24 of the Federal Reserve Act by adding 
a clause (5). The new clause (5) permits a national 
bank to make a loan to a person, owning real property 
in an urban area, for the purpose of redeveloping such 
property. Such loans are limited in an amount not 
to exceed the cost of the redevelopment involved or 
90 per centum of the appraised value of the property 
(as redeveloped), whichever is less, for a term not 
longer than 30 years, on the condition that the local 
governing body certifies to the bank that such redevel- 
opment is in accordance with an official plan. 

In the opinion of this Office the proposed bill would 
not only be beneficial to national banks by giving them 
greater latitude in making local real estate loans but 
would be of great benefit to the local communities 
throughout the nation which would be encouraged to 
promote and develop various projects in making those 
communities a better place in which to live. In foster- 
ing the development of local communities, national 
banks, under this bill, would be able to lend greater 
assistance with respect to finance and know-how. It 
is usually the case that national banks are thoroughly 
familiar with the economic conditions of the area in 
which they are located. 
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TRAVEL SERVICES 

October 26, 1964. 

Hon. Edward J. Gurney 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

This refers to your inquiry of October 14, 1964, con- 
cerning national banks acting as travel agents. 

The corporate powers of a national bank are enu- 
merated in 12 U.S.G. 24. Paragraph seventh of that 
section authorizes a national bank — 

To exercise * * * all such incidental powers as shall be 
necessary to carry on the btisiness of banking ; by discounting 
and negotiating promissory notes, drafts, bills of exchange, 
and other evidences of debt; by receiving deposits; by buying 
and selling exchange, coin, and bullion; by loaning money on 
personal security; and by obtaining, issuing and circulating 
notes according to the provisions of this title. 

That the business of banking covers a wide range 
of activities has been consistently recognized by the 
Congress. In the National Bank Act of 1864 Congress 
wisely refused to define the business of banking as it 
then existed, foreseeing that the banking business 
would change and develop with the passing years. 

Traditionally, national banks have been excluded 
from direct participation in the production of raw ma- 
terials, manufacturing, or commerce, so as to immunize 
the banking system from the risks inherent in the em- 
ployment of venture capital. Subject to this restric- 
tion, however, it is clear that the business of banking is 
the furthering by financial and related services of com- 
merce and industry and the convenience of the public. 
Powers necessary to achiev’e the fundamental purposes 
of banking must be regarded as powers incidental to 
those expressly granted. 

Admittedly, a bank could not exist primarily for the 
purpose of operating a travel agency. Where, how- 
ever, the travel services provided by a national bank 
are related, yet clearly and measurably subordinate, to 
its overall financial and banking services, there is no 
conflict with the corporate purposes nor any question 
but that the corporate powers are ample to permit the 
rendition of travel services with entire legality. 

In conclusion, banking is an industry presently and 
historically affected with the public interest and regu- 
lated in the public interest. The business of travel 
agencies is not historically affected with the public in- 
terest nor subject to any manner of governmental reg- 
ulation. If the avowed purposes of an enterprise (as 
stated in its charter or as demonstrated by its practice) 
are such as primarily to be those of a travel agency. 
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then it should be barred from engaging simultaneously 
in the banking business. On the other hand, if a na- 
tional bank, which is primarily engaged in the business 
of banking, chooses to provide travel services for its 
customers as an incident of the banking business, it has 
adequate corporate power to do so. The rendering 
of such services is not in conflict whatsoever with its 
corporate purposes but rather is in furtlierance of the 
corporate purposes. 


April 29, 1965. 

Reference is made to your letter of April 16, 1965, 
relating to a proposal being considered to establish a 
subsidiary corporation to engage in the business of 
providing travel and related services for the bank’s 
customers. In addition to the transportation, hotel, 
travelers’ checks and travel insurance services now 
offered directly by the bank, the proposed subsidiary 
might actively seek and develop other compatible ac- 
tivities such as auto rentals and credit card facilities. 

The foregoing activities, which would be performed 
by the proposed corporation, are appropriate activities 
for the bank itself. It is entirely lawful for a national 
bank to perform such services through the medium of 
a separate subsidiary corporation owned and controlled 
by the bank. In this connection, it should be noted 
that judicial decisions have recognized the principle 
that a national bank may hold stock in a subsidiary 
corporation as a reasonable business measure to carry 
on activities lawful for it. We conclude, therefore, 
that the bank may properly cause the establishment 
and hold the stock of a subsidiary corporation to be 
controlled and managed by the bank which will en- 
gage in the business of offering for profit the types 
of travel and related services described in your letter 
of April 16, 1965. 


TRUST REGULATIONS 

October 14, 1964. 

This Office has given consideration to an inquiry 
recently made by you relative to a proposed procedure 
for the handling of mortgage loan investments in col- 
lective investment funds operated by the bank as fidu- 
ciary, which funds include as participants retirement, 
pension, profit-sharing, stock bonus, or similar trusts 
exempt from Federal income taxation under the In- 
ternal Revenue Code. 

It is our understanding that the bank proposes to 
enter into a formal arrangement with a mortage bank- 


ing firm whereby such firm would originate mortgage 
loans, offering them to the trust department for place- 
ment in the collective investment fund in groups of 
such size as may be mutually agreed upon. On the 
basis of data furnished by the firm relative to such 
loans, the trust department would purchase all or such 
portion of the loans as it desired. The mortgage 
banking firm would maintain all supporting records, 
receive payments, and furnish not less often than 
monthly a detailed statement showing principal, in- 
terest, other payments or charges, balances due and 
any other pertinent information on the individual 
loans comprising the group. The mortgage banking 
firm would not less often than monthly advise the 
trust department of defaults in payments on loans, 
delinquencies in payment of taxes, insurance, etc. and 
would act to adjust such matters as instructed by the 
trust department. 

The trust department would retain the right to sell 
any specified mortgage note or notes out of a par- 
ticular group at any time. The agreement between 
the bank and the mortgage banking firm would con- 
tain a binding commitment on the part of the latter 
to repurchase at no loss to the bank any notes later 
found not to be as represented in the offering data. 
The agreement would also specify that all records and 
documentation in the possession of the mortgage bank- 
ing firm relative to groups of notes owned by the trust 
department would be subject to verification and in- 
spection at any time by representatives of the bank or 
its auditors. 

The primary intention of this proposed arrangement 
would be to relieve the bank of costly bookkeeping and 
processing details, permitting the trust department for 
this purpose to utilize the facilities of an organization 
especially set up to handle mortgage loans. Entries 
on the trust department bookkeeping records w'ould 
be in gross, rather than in detail and the trust depart- 
ment would maintain the periodic statements from 
the mortgage banking firm as subsidiary information 
supporting the entries in gross. 

A fee would be paid to the mortgage banking firm 
for its services, but the net cost to the collective in- 
vestment fund would be less than if the bank itself 
handled all details relating to the mortgages and 
charged the fund for expenses incurred, as authorized 
by Regulation 9. 

Subject to the following comment, this Office has 
no objection to the proposed method of handling 
mortgage notes. It is our opinion that the notes should 
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be held by the trust department, but all supporting 
documentation may be retained by the mortgage bank- 
ing firm, provided it is made available at the bank or 
on the firm’s premises to representatives of this Office 
for inspection at the time of an examination. 

While your inquiry related only to the possibility 
of handling FHA-insured and VA-guaranteed mort- 
gage loans in this manner, this Office has no objection 
to similar handling of conventional mortgage loans. 
Likewise, it is agreeable to this Office that the method 
outlined to be employed in handling mortgage loans 
for other types of collective investment funds and for 
an individual trust account if the size of the account 
so warrants, and other considerations suggest its use. 

If the bank enters into such an agreement as out- 
lined above, this Office will appreciate receiving a 
copy of the agreement between the parties which will 
set forth their respective duties and obligations. 


UNDERWRITING 

October 15, 1964. 

In response to your request, the foregoing is sub- 
mitted: The bank in its fiduciary capacity may vote its 
stock so held by it where permissible pursuant to the 
terms of the appropriate governing instrument in all 
matters except the election of directors. In the in- 
stance of the election of directors certain requirements 
are imposed by 12 U.S.C. 61. Pursuant to that sec- 
tion, a settlor may prescribe in the governing instru- 
ment that the shares of the bank may be voted in 
accordance with his directions, or those of a named 
beneficiary. In executing that direction the settlor 
or beneficiary may designate a person or persons, who 
may or may not be an officer of the bank, either by 
office or by name to vote according to a generalized 
direction such as “in accordance with the views of 
management,” or even according to the judgment of 
the party vested with such power. 

Further, it is our opinion that such a direction need 
not be issued at the time of each election but rather, a 
single such direction may be made which by its terms 
would have validity in all succeeding elections of direc- 
tors until revoked. We would point out that such a 
direction would be revoked should the settlor or bene- 
ficiary become incompetent. 

I trust that the foregoing sets forth the information 
desired in comprehensible form, if not, please advise 
and I will try again. 
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Hon. Wright Patman 

Chairman, Committee on Banking and Currency 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Enclosed are replies by this Office to certain ques- 
tions raised by members of the committee during and 
subsequent to my testimony on April 26, 1965, in 
support of H.R. 7539. 

Question by Mr. Hansen: 

Why would the denial of underwriting privi- 
leges to commercial banks make it logical to ad- 
judge revenue bonds as being ineligible for 
investment by national banks? 

H.R. 7539 would permit commercial banks to 
underwrite and deal in only those revenue bonds issued 
by state and local governments which banks are at 
present allowed to purchjise for their own accounts. 
The Comptroller, in his testimony in support of H.R. 
7539, made the argument that if commercial banks, 
are denied, for reasons of quality and economic con- 
siderations, the right to underwrite revenue bonds of 
state and local governments in which they may now 
invest and in which they have long been entitled to 
invest, raises the question of the investment eligibility 
of these bonds for banks. It is illogical and in- 
consistent to deny banks, for reasons of quality and 
economics, the right to underwrite any obligation in 
which the banks may invest their def)Ositors’ funds. 
This inconsistency is inescapable for the reason that the 
greater risk lies in investing in bonds than in the under- 
writing of the same bonds. Underwriting typically is 
a short-term transaction and in virtually all instances 
requires a commercial bank to tie up its funds in the 
bonds of a particular obligor for a period of no more 
than two or three weeks. Investment, on the other 
hand, generally involves a long-term holding of bonds 
during which time there may be many variations in 
market and economic conditions. 

Question by Mr. Todd: 

Discuss studies of effect of commercial bank 
underwriting on — 

( 1 ) underwriting spreads ; 

(2) rates on revenue bonds; 

(3) rates on general obligations. 

To our knowledge, two such studies have been un- 
dertaken: one by the Federal Reserve and one by 
Professor Bertrand Fox for tlve “Committee for Study 
of Revenue Bond Financing.” Both these studies used 
similar techniques and, not surprisingly, reached sim- 
ilar conclusions. We believe that both studies have 
the same shortcomings. 
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Both stiidie?; examined price ciaia for a sample of 
bonds. In the Federal Reserve study the sample con- 
sisted of offerings made in the first half of 1963 in 
amounts of $2 million or more and which were rated 
“A” by Moody’s. The Fox sample consisted of is- 
sues of over million offered from 1957-61. 

The apparent lower yields on general obligations 
(when quality is held constant) is explained in part 
by the longer average maturity of revenue bonds. 
After taking account of this factor, both .studies found 
a differential of 11 basis points by which yields on 
revenue bonds exceeded those on comparable general 
obligations. Mr. Martin testified that this differential 
“might be narrowed by permitting commercial banks 
to underwrite revenue bonds.” 

The sponsors of both studies suggest that this po- 
tential saving — one-tenth of 1 percent — is too small 
to be worth bothering about. We think that the 
studies under discussion underestimate the yield spread 
between general obligations and revenue bonds, but 
even on the basis of their results the benefits of wider 
commercial bank participation in the revenue bond 
market seem large. There were about $4 billion of 
revenue bonds sold in 1964 and this amount promises 
to increase. A saving of one-tenth of 1 percent, multi- 
plied by billions of dollars each year is clearly 
significant. 

The reason for believing that these studies under- 
state the difference in yields lies in the way in which 
the sample data were drawn. Both studies examined 
only relatively large, competitively sold, issues. This 
is not where we would expect the significant effects 
of commercial bank participation. It is in the smaller 
issues that broader commercial bank interest would be 
most helpful. Obviously it is investment in such secu- 
rities by commercial banks rather than underwriting 
that is neccssarv to effect yields, but, as Professor Ro- 
land Robinson has pointed out in his Postwar Market 
for Sta'( and Local Governmerit Securities, since 
“commercial banks cannot underwrite these i-sue, they 
are less enthu.siastic investors in them.” 

Tin? measurement of the potential effect of revenue 
bond underwriting by commercial banks on under- 
writing .spreads poses difficult problems. Both studies 
found that spreads are virtually identical on revenue 
bond underwritings and general obligation bonds. 
They concluded that since spreads on revenue bonds 
are now as small as spreads on G.O.’s, there is nothing 
to be gained by allowing commercial banks to under- 
write revenue bonds. 

Both .studies suffer from a serious bias in the sam- 
ple data used. Both studies consider only sales through 


competitive bidding and exclude sales of bonds through 
negotiation with one underwriter. It is in the latter 
case that we would expect large spreads. Yet nearly 
40 percent of revenue bonds are sold in this manner. 
These issues do not have the benefit of competition 
between underwriters which has been so effective in 
keeping spreads down on the large issues covered by 
the studies under consideration. All these studies 
show, therefore, is that when several competing bids 
are received from underwriters (as they are on sizable 
issues, revenue bond or G.O.) underwriting spreads 
are small. They shed no light on the spreads smaller 
governmental units must pay in order to sell tlieir rev- 
enue bonds. 

One other aspect of the measurement of spreads 
should be mentioned. When an underwriter obtains 
an issue at a bargain price, he may decide to simply 
add on his normal spread and sell the issue quickly 
at a bargain price (perhaps with only one phone call). 
When this happens, the statistics do not show a higher 
than normal spread, but the issuer has still paid more 
in interest than would be necessary in a competitive sit- 
uation. We do not know how common this is, but it 
is an old maxim that one of the benefits of a monopoly 
position is “a quiet life.” It would not be surprising 
if the typical reaction of the undenvriter who obtains 
a bargain through a noncompetitive situation simply 
takes a modest profit and sells the issue quickly with 
little risk or effort. 

The question has also been raised as to the effect 
of increased interest in revenue bonds on yields on 
general obligation bonds. The Federal Reserve has 
argued that any improvement in yields on revenue 
bonds would be offset to some extent by an increase 
in yields on general obligations. 

The justification for this position is that there is a 
fixed amount of money available for investment in 
tax-exempt bonds. If more of this is attracted to 
revenue bonds, less will be left for general obligation 
bonds, and hence their yields will rise. This argu- 
ment seems rather farfetched. There is not any fixed 
pool of funds for investment in municipal securities. 
Rational investors balance their portfolios to equate 
marginal returns on alternative investments, and any 
tendency for G.O,, yields to increase would produce 
an increase in the amount of funds devoted to munci- 
pal securities. This argument may have had merit 
years ago when the only investors in municipal securi- 
ties were the few individuals in very high tax brackets. 
Now that corporations and banks buy such securities 
in large amounts, viewing the funds to be invested 
in municipals as a rigidly fixed sum has no validity. 
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Of course, even if this argument were valid, it still 
does not justify an arbitrary interference with the al- 
location of resources between revenue bonds and G.O.’s 
tixat would result from free market forces in the ab- 
sence of artificial constraints. 

One other aspect of this question should be con- 
sidered. If commercial banks enter the revenue bond 
underwriting field, and succeed in winning some vol- 
ume of new issues, the investment bankers will feel 
a drop in the volume of their business. They may 
seek to make up for this by bidding more vigorously 
for general obligation issues. Thus one effect of com- 
mercial bank underwriting of revenue bonds may be 
a reduction in spreads on general obligation bonds. 

The general conclusion that results from analysis 
of these studies is that savings small in percentage 
terms but significant in amount would result from com- 
mercial bank participation in underwriting of sizeable 
revenue bond issues. We would expect large savings 


to accrue to those issuers who must now sell their 
revenue bonds through negotiation rather than com- 
petitive bidding. 

Question by Mr. Stanton: 

Present data on the number of cases in which there 
was only one bidder for an issue of revenue or gen- 
eral obligation bonds. 

It is much more common for revenue bonds than 
for G.O.’s to be sold through negotiated sales. That 
is, sales handled by negotiation with one underwriter 
rather than through competitive bidding. One rea- 
son for this, of course, is that commercial banks have 
not been allowed to bid for the revenue bond issues. 
The Investment Bankers Association reported that in 
1961, 38 percent of the revenue bonds issued were 
handled through negotiated sales whereas only 3 per- 
cent of the general obligation bonds were placed in 
this way. 



General obligations 

Revenue bonds 

Amount 

Percent 

Amount 

Percent 

Competitive bidding 

$5,855, 950,000 

96.9 

$1,456, 400, 000 

60.6 

Negotiates sales 

177,637,000 ' 

2.9 

922, 031,000 

38. 4 

Private placements 

11,137,000 : 

.2 

24, 735, 000 

1.0 

Total 

6, 044, 724, 000 

100.0 

2, 403, 166, 000 

100.0 


Source: “Comparative Regulations of Financial Institutions,” p. 189. 


Even when issues are sold through competitive bid- 
ding, there are fewer bidders for revenue bonds than 
for general obligation bonds. Professor Fox presented 
data on this matter on behalf of a committee of invest- 
ment bankers to the House Banking & Currency Com- 
mittee in 1963. Even on the basis of the investment 
bankers’ figures it seems clear that competition is 
greater in bidding for general obligations (in which 
commercial banks participate) than for revenue bonds. 


The figures show that in 1962, 82 percent of all G.O. 
issues of over $1 million off ered for public bidding at- 
tracted four or more bidders. Only 72 percent of the 
revenue bond offerings of this size had four or more 
bids. Put another way, in 16 percent of the revenue 
bond issues there were only one or two bids received, 
while this was true in onl)' 8 percent of the general 
obligation issues. 


Number of Bids Submitted for General Obligation and Revenue Issued $1,000,000 and Larger, 1962 



Revenue bonds 

General obligation bonds 

Number oj bids 

Number 
oj issues 

Percent oj 
total '' 

Number 
oj issues 

Percent oj 
total 

1 

5 

2.2 , 

9 

0.9 

2 

32 

13.8 

77 

7.3 

3 

27 

11.6 

107 

10. 1 


168 

72.4 , 

864 

81. 7 



232 

100.0 

1,057 

100.0 



Adapted from table in “Increased Flexibility for Financial Institutions,” p. 733. 
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In total, about 40 percent of re\ enue bonds are sold 
without benefit of competitive bidding by two or more 
underwriters. 

Question by Mr. Annunzio: 

Mr. Annunzio requested Mr. Balderston to 
supply a statement on the legal authority of the 
Board to rule in opposition to the Comptroller’s 
ruling on the Washington State School Bonds. 

The Comptroller desires to make the following state- 
ment on this subject: 

The Congress has provided in 12 U.S.C. 335 that 
State member banks shall be subject to the same limi- 
tations and conditions with respect to the purchasing, 
selling, uiider>vriting and holding of investment securi- 
ties and stock as are applicable in the case of national 
banks under paragraph “Seventh” of section 24 of this 
title. In August of 1963 the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency ruled on the request of a national bank that cer- 
tain school bonds issued by the State of Washington 
were eligible for purcliase and underwriting by national 
banks under paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24 (12 
CFR 1.127'. Early in September wlien national 
banks and State member banks had already under- 
taken to finance this issue, the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reseive Bank ruled that these bonds were 
not eligible for underwriting bv State member banks 
(12 CFR 105, 28 FR 9840) . Why in the face of the 
standard of uniformity set forth in 12 U.S.C 335 did 
the Federal Reserve Board announce an eligibility in- 
terpretation dilferent from that applicable to National 
Banks and wliat authority did the Board have to do 
so? 

Section 24 of Title 12 of the United States Code sets 
forth the corporate powers of national banks. The 
Comptroller of the Currency is charged by the national 
banking laws (12 U.S.C. 1, et seq.) with the execution 
of this section and all the laws relating to the organiza- 
tion, operation, regulation and supervision of national 
banks. Paragraph Seventh of Section 24 which relates 
to the corporate authority of national banks, including 
the authority to purchase securities specifically author- 
izes the Comptroller to prescribe limitations (within a 
10 percent statutory limitation) and restrictions on the 
purchase of investment securities and to supplement 
the statutory definition of the term “investment securi- 
ties.” A reading of this paragraph with its authoriza- 
tions, prohibitions, limitations, restrictions, provisos, 
exceptions and exemptions makes it abundantly clear 
that the interpretation of the legal effect of the para- 
graph is not a simple matter. The administrative offi- 


cer responsible for its execution must provide useful 
standards for the application of the law to particular 
securities. This the Comptroller has done through 
the Investment Securities Regulation which became 
effective September 12, 1963 (12 CFR 1). 

In November of 1963 the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System in an opinion issued under 
their regulation relating to the membership of State 
banks in the Federal Reserve System ruled that the 
Investment Securities Regulation of the Comptroller 
is, under the provisions of 12 U.S.C. 335, applicable 
to member State banks as well as to national banks 
insofar as it conforms to paragraph Seventli of 12 
U.S.C. 24 (12 CFR 208.107, 28 F.R. 1261). With 
this proposition the Comptroller is in agreement. The 
opinion, however, expressed disagreement with the 
Comptroller’s interpretation of the legal effect of some 
of the language contained in paragraph Seventh of 12 
U.S.C. 24 stating particularly that the definition of 
public security contained in the Regulation would in- 
clude securities not eligible for underwriting under the 
law. 

An illustration of the Board’s interpretation of the 
law applicable to underwriting may be found in their 
ruling on the Washington School Bonds. Although 
the Supreme Court of the State of Washington had 
swept away some of the legal technicalities surround- 
ing tlie authorization and issue of these bonds and had 
ruled that the bonds were “in truth debts of the State,” 
the Board of Governors reexamined these technicalities 
and concluded that since the bonds were payable from 
the proceeds of sales taxes, they were not supported 
by the full faith and credit of the State and its plenary 
taxing power. The Board thus rejected the decision 
of the Supreme Court of the State of Washington on 
the nature of an obligation of the State of Washing- 
ton and on that basis concluded that the ruling of the 
Comptroller, the officer responsible for the adminis- 
tration of paragraph Seventh of 12 U.S.C. 24, failed 
to conform to the law. 

What authority does the Board have to take such 
action? The Board’s September (28 F.R. 9840) and 
November (28 F.R. 12611) opinions were issued under 
the authority of 12 U.S.C. 248(i). The text of the 
opinions interpreted 12 U.S.C. 335 and 12 U.S.C. 24. 
Section 248 (i), a part of the Federal Reserve Act 
authorizes the Board to “perform the duties, functions, 
or services specified in this Act, and make all rules and 
regulations necessary to enable said board effectively 
to perform the same.” Section 335, also a part of the 
Federal Reserve Act, subjects State member banks to 
the same limitations and conditions as are applicable 
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to national banks under section 24. It would seem 
that when the limitations and conditions applicable 
to National Banks have been determined by the Comp- 
troller, either by regulation or with reference to a 
particular issue of securities by an eligibility ruling, 
the responsibility of the Board would not extend to a 
reconsideration of the Comptroller’s ruling. 

Chairman Martin expressed the Board’s position on 
this question in a letter of May 6, 1963 addressed to 
the Comptroller: 

* * * tlie Board believes that, in order to discharge 
effectively its supervisory functions with respect to 
State member banks, the Board must, when occasion 
demands, necessarily interpret any provision of Fed- 
eral banking laws and regulations that are applicable 
to such banks. 

Obviously, it is desirable that Federal laws and regu- 
lations applicable to both national banks and State 
member banks be interpreted, as far as possible, in the 
same manner for both categories of banks. Over the 
years, this objective has generally been achieved 
through consultation between the Comptroller and the 
Board. 

With particular reference to interpretation of regu- 
lations, it seems clear that, where Congress has empow- 
ered a Governmental agency to issue regulations to 
implement particular provisions of law, interpretations 
of such regulations by the issuing agency should be 
given persuasive weight unless they seem clearly er- 
roneous. The Board has always followed this ap- 
proach with respect to interpretations by your Office 
of your regulations regarding investment securities, is- 
sued pursuant to provisions of section 5136 of the Re- 
vised Statutes that are made applicable to State 
member banks by section 9 of the Federal Reseive Act. 
Question by Mr. Weltner: 

Are there any other cases (besides Georgia 
State Authorities) in which commercial bank 
participation has resulted in savings to the issuer? 

One example that has been cited is the experience 
in financing the Chicago Civic Center. During the 
last week in June, 1963, $87 million of bonds were 
sold by competitive bidding to pay for construction. 
The civic center is to be leased from the public build- 
ing commission by the city of Chicago with rent pay- 
able from tax revenues. In line with the ruling in the 
case of the Georgia authorities we determined that 
these bonds are, in fact, general obligations and may be 
underwritten by commercial banks. 

The winning bid was submitted by a syndicate man- 
aged by the Continental Illinois National Bank and 
which included many large commercial banks. The 
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winning bid was a 3.33 percent interest cost to the city 
of Chicago while the next best bid was 3.40 percent. 
It is, of course, impossible to determine accurately 
what the winning bid would have been without bank 
participation in the action, but if the second bid had 
been low, the additional cost to the city would have 
been approximately $60,000 over the life of the bonds. 

Another example is the sale by the Port of New 
York Authority of $25 million of bonds in November 
1964. The highest bid submitted by the investment 
banker groups competing for this issue was a cost to 
the authority of 3.51 percent. The Chase Manhattan 
Bank submitted a bid at 3.43 percent thus saving the 
authority 8 basis points (Chase bought the entire issue 
for its own account) . 

In March of this year the North Kern (California) 
Water Storage District sold $2.25 million of bonds to 
Security-First National Bank of Los Angeles at a net 
interest cost of 3.82 percent. The next lowest bidder 
offered 3.84 percent. 

Question by Mr. Todd: 

Why should commercial banks be denied the 
right to underwrite and deal in any securities, in- 
cluding corporate securities, which are eligible 
for investment by commercial banks inasmuch as 
underwriting involves less risk than investment? 

H.R. 7539 would permit commercial banks to under- 
write and deal in only those revenue bonds issued by 
State and local governments which banks are at present 
allowed to purchase for thciir own accounts. No bank 
could acquire revenue bonds of lesser quality or in 
greater amount than that which it is now permitted 
to acquire for its investment portfolio. The Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency urges passage of H.R. 
7539 in order to achieve full benefits of bank partici- 
pation in the area of public finance and thus to enable 
commercial banks to meet their responsibility of using 
the deposits from their communities to assist these com- 
munities in meeting their financial needs. This was 
the goal which Congress had in mind when, as an ex- 
ception to the restrictions of the Glass-Steagal] Act 
of 1933, it permitted commercial banks to underwrite 
bonds issued by State and local governments. In order 
that the attainment of this goal not be frustrated in 
the coming decades merely because State and local 
governments are placing increasing reliance on 
revenue bonds, a little used form of public financing 
in 1933, the Comptroller urges passage of H.R. 7539. 

As was stated in the Comptroller’s testimony, it 
would be an anomaly to deny commercial banks the 
right to underwrite revenue bonds issued by State and 
local governments and yet permit them to invest in 
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such bonds inasmuch as there is less risk in underwrit- 
ing, a typically short-term transaction, than there is 
in investing. 

Although commercial banks are also permitted to 
invest in corporate securities which meet the eligibility 
standards of the Investment Securities Regulation, the 
Comptroller’s Office does not take the further position 
that banks should be permitted to underv-Tite these 
securities, even though there is less risk in underwriting 
than there is in investing in such securities. It is pri- 


marily the need to assist State and local governments 
with their public financing rather than a recognition 
of the intrinsic value of certain of the revenue bonds 
issued by them which persuades the Comptroller’s 
Office that commercial bank underwriting of such 
revenue bonds is in the public interest. Although the 
Comptroller’s Office recognizes the intrinsic value of 
certain corporate securities, it is not apprised of a 
particular need for commercial bank underwriting and 
dealing in such securities. 
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